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Educational Policies and Practices that Support
the Inclusion of Students with Disabilities in
the General Education Classrooni

Dianne Greyerbichl, Ph.D.
October, 1993

Executive Summary

In 1992 the West Virginia Department of Education published a plan for including students
with disabilities within the regu_ar classroom entitled, "West Virginia's Integrated Education
Initiative” statewide committee, made up of teachers, public school administrators and
princip ., parents, persons with a disability, advocates and representatives fron higher
education, developed the plan. The plan states that all students have the right to receive
equal educational opportunities and should be provided a quality education in age-
appropriate integrated academic, social, physical and community settings. With this
document the school system leaped into the arena of one of the major controversies within
education across the nation - the concept of full inclusion for students with disabilities into
the regular classroon.

Much has been wriiten about this topic, often with a great degree of high emotion either
advocating for full inclusion. or
il'ldi(.‘illil'lg that it is a disservice to e P YO

both students with disabilities and INCLUSION IS NOTHING LESS
their non-disabled peers i the . '

classroom (NASBE report, 1992; THAN A PARADIGM SHIFT IN
Davis. 1992: Stainback and Stainback, HOW TEACHERS TEACH AND
1992: Sailor. 1991 Gartner and ADMINISTRATORS MANAGE

Lipsky. 1987 Brown. 1¢91). IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS.
Despite the controversy, because of
strong advocacy for inclusion trom
various sectors, state after state across
the nation has begun to experiment with full inclusion of students with disabilities into the
mainstream ot neighborhood schools.

Although much has been written about inclusion. there has been little empirical description of
the factors that support inclusion of students with disabilities to the benefit of all concerned
(Salisbury. 1993).  What little is known about successful approaches make it clear that
"inclusion" is nothing less than a major paradigm shift in how teachers teach and
administrators manage schools (Skrtic, 1991; Stainback et al., 1992). The new inclusive
system of education is based on the needs of the whole student. not just merely academic
achievement of the average student. It emphasizes individualization for all students:
community and collaboration as the normal mode of teaching and interaction: and
empowerment of school personnel, students and parents. For special education it means that
siudents with disabilities are included in the general education classroom at their home school




with their age and grade peers. To the maximum extent

possible, included students with disabilities receive their in-school educational services in the
regular classroom with appropriate in-class support (NASBE, 1992).

Project Purposes

Given the importance of inclusion for students with disabilities, and faced with the lack of
objective information about best practices, the West Virginia Developmental Disabilities
Planning Council contracted with Quality Life Concepts, Inc. (a nonprofit organization
affiliated with the University of Maryland) to investigate funding and personnel practices in
the public schools. The Council’s interest stems from its charge to plan and wdvocate tor
services that assist people with developmental disabilitics achieve indcpendence, productivity
and integration in their communities. Specitic objectives for the project are:

I To evaluate the effect of current school aid funding practices including funding formulas
on the inclusion of students with disabilities in the regular classroom in West Virginia and
across the nation, and

3 To evaluate the effect of personnel practices such as certification,  training. and teaching
practices on the inclusion of students with disabilities in the regular classroom in West
Virginia and across the nation,

Overview of Findings

A. Barriers to Inclusion

Survey respondents from West Virginia and across the country most frequently dentitied the
following as barriers to inclusion:

INEFEECTIVE TRAINING PROCEDURES such as ineftective training at the university level
about inclusion, lack of training in collaborative teams, lack of knowledge about disability for
general education teachers, separate inservice training for special and general education, lack
of knowledge about how to adapt curriculums and individualize strategies.

BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES THAT ACT AS BARRIERS such as the belief that some
children can't learn and that “special” students require “special” teachers, tear by general
education teachers of disruption in the classroom. fear of slighting nondisabled students. fear
of change and protection of turt.

RIGID OR INEFFECTIVE POLICIES AND SYSTEM PROCESSES such as certification
processes. stanuardized testing. teacher evaluation system, rigid curriculum requirements.
categorization of students by certain disability groupings. funding formula regulations,
scheduling.

RERIC g
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L...cK O TEACHER SUPPORT such as Lack of teaching materials 1o support inclusion, oo
many teaching dutics assigned, class sizes oo large. no teacher wdes for inclusive classrooms,
no co-planning time.

LACK OF FUNDING AND RESOURCES such as budget ¢ nd limitea money to hire

teacher aides. buy needed materials or make facilities accessib...

POOR LEADERSHIP STRATEGIES such as state universities not providing leaderskip in
inclusion. Lack of vision. no clear plan or guidelines. Lack of real knowledge about what is
required tor successful inclusion. authoritarian dictums, inclusion not really valued.

POOR COMMUNICATION such as lack of ongoing communication to solve problems and
celebrate suceesses. ineltective communication about inclusion plan and its implementation to
local schools, misunderstanding about what inclusion is by parents and teachers. lack of
communication between general and special ed. ation.

B. Successful Inclusion Strategies

Indepth interviews with ten model states identitied key strategies for successtul inctusion,
which are summarized below. It is recommended that these concepts be applied 1o efforts m
West Virginia at state and local levels o include students wiin disabilities n regular
cducation classrooms.

1. Promote positive values and beliefs about students with disabilities.  Intervicwees
repeatedly talked about attitudes as the core to making inclusion work. The states
where inclusion seemed 1o be the most successful offered a variety of ways for
discussing attitudes and beliels important o inclusion - such as the belief that all
students can tearn and have a basic right to inclusion. Specitic strategies included
inservice training. co-planning time for teachers, problem-solving groups. and an
atmosphere of open communication generated by the building principal.

t-

Develop a philosophy and plan for inelusion that involves all stakeholders.
Interviewees emphasized the necessity of having and knowing about an overall state
plan for inclusion that established core values. established broad desired ouicomes for
inclusion. and provided guidelines and criteria for measuring whether the outcomes
had been accomplished. The overall plan provides a broad model for inclusion trom
which local schools could develop more specific goals for their particular community
and its needs. Broad-based stakeholder groups, including parents, teachers.
adninistrators. leginlators. business and community leaders, need o be involved in the
process.

RE Provide training for inclusion. interviewces identificd teacher skills as a criucal
elements to successtul inclusion programs.  All of the model states indicated that
intensive initial training was provided. There was a universal complaint, however. that
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state agencies did not provide adequate ongoing training that addressed new techniques
and oftered assistance with implementation problems as they arose. Most of the states
also identified the need tor greater involvement by higher education in preparing
teachers for inclusive classrooms.

Provide sufficient support to the general education classroom. The interviewees
identified the need for a variety of instructional strategies, including some that occur
outside of the general education classroom. They emphasized, however. that serving
a student with disabilities in the general classroom should be the first priority and that
specialized instruction should be provided within its confines as much as possible. A
range of support should be available to the regular classroom. including classroom
aides. availability of specialist help when needed. reduced class size, provision ot
truning for specific skill needs, a range of teaching materials for individualized
instruction. 1t is also helptul to provide fiexible funding that focuses on the
individualized needs of students and special grants to pilot novel inclusion projects
within specific schools.

Utilize collaborative teaching strategies. Interviewces frequently mentioned the
importance of establishing teams of teachers from general and special education, i
additon to specialized support personnel. to work together in a muludisciphinary
tashion to provide for instructional needs within the regular classroom. In eams that
were working well, some common elements were present: (1) intensive training on
how to collaborate had been provided: (2) time tor co-planning was provided:, and

(3) collaborative training was valued by the school administrator and built into teacher
evaluation processes.

istablish site-based management teams or forums. All model states had some type
of local planning group at the building level that included the major stakcholders.
particularly teachers, parents and building administrators. The groups were usually
tormed to do the initial planning. but many ot the model states midintained some
portion of the groups after planning was completed to focus on implementation. The -
groups provided forums for prohlem-solving and encouraged the operationalization of
the values for inclusion into everyday terms and behaviors. The groups that were
most effective made sure that teachers and parents alike were welcomed in ™ = group.




RESEARCH FINDINGS
Funding Practices

Research Questions

1. What are the effects of West Virginia special education funding practices on inclusion of
students with disabilities in the regular classroom?

2. What are the effects of special education funding practices on inclusion of students with
disabilities in regular classrooms in other states in the nation?

3. What are the characteristics and effects of exemplary state funding practices?

Method
Overview

To answer these questions a survey was sent to the state director of special education in each
of the 50 states. He/she was asked to (1) fill out the survey, and (2) distribute copies to 20
special education coordinators for their response. In West Virginia, the survey was also sent
to 200 school principals. A 15% return rate was obtained. 185 individuals responded, 27 of
those were from West Virginia - 15 special educators and 12 principals.

10 criteria for identifying effective special education funding practices were selected from
data obtained from the survey, the NASBE report (1992) and feedback by experts in the
field. From these criteria six model states were selected

These same criteria were used to develop a structured telephone interview. The interview
focused on obtaining indepth information about the operation of special education funding
formulas and other financial initiatives within the six model states. At least five individuals in
each state were interviewed; one at the state level and four at the local or area level. Thase
individuals were distributed to include rural, urban and suburban locations.

Funding Formulas

For this project, special education funding formulas for all of the states were classified into
six groupings, using a classification system developed by Moore, Walker and Holland (1982).
A report of special education finance systems by the National Association of State Directors
of Special Education (1989) describes these groupings and provided a classification for each
state based on their description.

Formula 1: Flat grant per students. Under this type of funding formula, the State provides to
each district a fixed amount of moncy for cach student identified as needing special
education services.




L

Formuia 2: Pupil weighting system. Formulas pay districts a multiple of average per pupil
costs or other base rate, depending on each student's disability type and’or program.

Formula 3: Flat grant per classroom unit or teacher unit.  This formula provides each district
a fixed amount of money for each special education teacher employed or for each classroom

unit needed. Regulations often define pupil-teacher ratios or class size and caseload limits for
the type of disability or type of program.

Formula 4: Percentage of personnel salaries. Provides districts with a percentage of the
salaries of special education teachers and'or support personnel. The percentage may vary ..y
personnel type. For example, the salaries of teachcrs may be reimbursed at a rate of 70%
while salaries for aides may be reimbursed at a rate of only 30%. Pupil-teacher ratios are
typical of this type of funding formula, in addition to the inclusion of minimum State salary
schedules.

Formula S: Weighted teacher or classroom unit.  The Srate pays districts an amount based on
a multiple of allowable teachers or classroom units. Weights may vary according to type of

disability andror program. and units are often constrained by pupil-staff ranos. For example,

the State may fund one staff unit for each four students with severe disabilities and one staff
unit for each 60 students who are specch and language impaired

Formula 6: Peicentage cost or excess cost. Reimburses districts for a percentage of the costs
of educating students with disabilitics. Rcimbursement may be provided for a percentage of
the full costs. or for the costs which are above the average per pupil costs for regular
education programs. Costs usually must be in approved categories and fall within defined cost
ceilings to be reimbursed.

e R P S L SR
An abstract of each state's funding
formula was obtained from the
National Association of State
Directors of Special Education .

Formula 1: Flat Grant Per Student

Formula 2: Pupil Weighting System

Formula 3: Flat Grant Per Classroom or Teachier

Each of the abstracts were sent to Formula 4: Pel?entage of Personnel Salaries
Formula 5; Weighted Teacher or Classroom

each of the states to be updated for Formula 6: P tage C E C

FY 1992-1993. (See Appendix A for ' o'muia 0 Fercentage Cost or Excess Cost

the abstracts). Using the updated

abstracts, each state was classified

under one of the six funding

formulas. Each state indicated some special funding policies, in addition to the funding
formula. Only the funding formula description was used to place the state within one of the
six categories. One state, Hawaii, and the District of Columbia do not have funding
formulas; instead they operate by a unique set of funding practices. The results for those
states that have funding formulas can be seen on the next page. West Virginia fell under
Formula 2.

[0




West Virginia's Funding Formula

The State of West Virginia administers its State aid for special education as an integral part
ol 1ts basic State formula, the West Virginia Basic Foundation Program. Through this
program, the State provides support to school districts for salaries of professional educators
and service personnel, fixed charges. pupil transportation, administrative costs, other current
expenses, and improvement of instructional programs. Aid is provided to each school district
in an inverse relationship to its ability to pay for public school programs.

The aid for salaries 1s based on the State’s minimum salary schedule up to a ceiling of 53.5
professional staff per 1,000 students, and 34 service personnel per 1.000 students. For those
purposes. all students are counted similarly except for exceptional education pupils (disabled
and gifted) who are weighted by a factor of 3:1. This weighted count along with a weighted
count tor students in honors and advanced programs is used to adjust each county’s
enrollment. The adjusted enrollment is then used an one input in calculating the State aid
formula. Funds, including those generated as a result of the weighting. become a part of each
district’s budget and expenditures are not required to be tracked to identified students.

Additional state funds are provided (outside the basic State aid formula) for instructional
improvement to preschool and school-age programs.  Each county receives a base amount and
an additional portion as determined by cach district’s count of exceptional students. These
monies must be expended tor special education programs.  Special programs, or those
exceeding normal expenses. can apply for reimbursement of expenses through an additional
application process. Examples of programs that have been reimbursed are out-of-state
instruction, out-of-county instruction and teacher training programs.

75% of the tederal funds under IDEA are allocated to LEAs using each district’s count of
student’s with disabilities. A portion of the 20% of the federal discretionary funds is used for
educational programs for students with disabilities who are court ordered to out-of-state
facilitics. students with disabilities residing in state operated programs (e.g. correctional and
health tacthties and schools for the deat and blind), and for supplemental reimbursement for
out-of-state and out-of-county instruction.  LEAs may also apply for discretionary federal
funds for: defraying some costs for starting a Parent/Educator Resource Center or a high-cost
program for a particularly severe population, and special education program improvement
projects (including staft development) which focus on the inclusion of students (preschool and
school-age) with disabilities, transition of students with disabilities from school to work,
and/or transition of children from Part H (infants and toddlers) programs to preschool
programs.

Criteria for Effective Funding Initiatives

I'rom survey responses, a report by the National Assoctation of State Boards of Education
(1992), and discussions with experts in funding practices in special education, characteristics
were identified that were associated with model funding initiatives.
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Funding Practices. This category included those characteristics directly related to
funding initiatives:

* Separate policies, funding streams and administrations for special education and general
education have been decreased or abolished; special education is provided as a support io
general education services rather than as a separate funded, managed division.

* Districts are reimbursed per hour of remedial instruction, individual tutoring and
psychological services, rather than per numbers of students labeled as having special
needs. Specialized services take place inside the regular education classroom as a first

prHority.

* State board has abolished categorical labels for students as a requirement for receiving
services.

* States board provides grant programs or other incentives, focused at the building level, that
encourages experimentation with funding and program instruction to produce model
integration approaches.

o lunding is distributed to school districts and the local building level; intermediate units are
provided with reserve funds for extraordinarily expensive programs of instruction.

o Multiple funding sources are tapped for anyone needing spccialized instruction, e.g.,
medicaid reimbursable sernvices.

* Paymient for residential programming is deducted from payments by state to district level;
when the student is returned at least 50% of costs for instruction for individual support
services are reimbursed when student is integrated into the regular Jlassroom.

* Funding follows students with disabilitics based on needs identified by the IEP, pre-referal,
or teacher support teams.

Related Practices. This category included those characteristics that were necessary
related policies to inclusion and funding practices:

* Siate Board of Education has created a new belicf system and vision for education that
includes ALL students. This includes clear active leadership that has defined goals and
cncouraged cffective funding and academic strategies to implement the goals.

o Funding mechanisms promote joint decision-making and responsibility for ALL students
who nced help at the school building level.

* Local districts are held accountable for leaming outcomes such as post-school experiences,
knowledge, skills levels, and participation in the community, rather than rumbertype of
courses taken.

* Incentives are provided so that academic instruction is complemented with community-
based instruction that allows ALL students to leam a variety of life and employment skills
in normal community settings.

* Incentives are provided that encourage and foster collaborative partnerships and joint

training programs betwcen gencral and special education teachers.

o Funding and policy provide incentives for communication at all i2vels of the system, e g.,

administration, teachers. parents and students.

o Special education students are counted in the enrollments of regular education teachers.




From these characteristics, 10 criteria were selected as being the most important for
determining effective types of special educ~ion funding formulas and initiatives. Project staff
and members of the West Virginia Developmental Disabilities Planning Council reached
consensus about the importance of these ten characteristics for determining effective fiscal
initiatives. These characteristics are marked with an asterisk.

Analysis

Survey questions that provided a multiple response format where respondents were asked to
choose their answers from a listing of possible choices were analyzed by using a type of
crosstabulation analysis, called multiple response. With this analysis, frequencies were
displayed for each of the categories defined and groups of respondents. No other analysis
was done that used any inferential statistics due to the small number of responses within some
of the cells in the cross-tabulation table.

The parts of the survey providing open-ended questions were analyzed by doing a content
analysis. Important themes were identified and the frequency of the themes indicated for each
group of respondents. Two persons were used to identify content themes independently. Then
the theme categories were compared and discrepancies rectified. Each individual then
independently counted the frequency of the themes and then compared responses. Specific
points of discrepancy in frequency count were identified and then rectified through further
discussion.

Survey Results: Funding Practices

Respondents to the survey indicated incentives and disincentives for inclusion for in-state and
residential programs through answering a series of questions. These questions are displayed
throughout this report along with a discussion of the answers given.

Incentives For Inclusion
within In-state Programs

Survey Question 7: For in-state programs, what are the top incentives for
inclusion created by your state's funding formula?

Respondents selected the top two incentives operating in the state from a list of choices
offercd on the survey. The choice of incentives is listed in Table 1 on the next page. The
ranking of each of the types of incentives is displayed for funding formulas groups 1,2,3 4,5,
and 6, West Virginia Special Educators (WV:SE), and West Virginia Principals (WV:PR).
Below each of the ranks, the number of responses within each category is provided in
parenthesis. The most frequent incentives selected by all groups are bolded, and their rank
order provided in the column marked "overall rank". Note that West Virginia responses are
listed separately from Funding Formula 2 and are not included in those responses. Note also
that Funding Formula 5 solely includes the responses of the state of Delaware A minimal




number of individuals responded from this states and, consequently any conclusions about
this category must be very tentative.

As can be seen in Table 1, the most frequent incentives across all types of groups are A, B
and D. The choice of F: Other is unique to Funding Formulas 2 and 6, indicating that
individuals experiencing these two types of formulas find their formulas not facilitative to
inclusion. Alternatively some said the funding formula had nothing to do with providing
incentives for inclusion because there had been special regulations written that had effectively
gotten around the strictures of the formula.

In general, the choice of specific incentives across funding formula groups including West
Virginia is highly similar, with most groups picking A, B and D in their top selections.
However, there is some difference in the pattern of responses for Funding Formulas 2 and 6

Table 1. Selection of Type of Incentive Across Respondents for In-State Programs

TYPE OF INCENTIVE FUNDING FORMULA OVERALL
| 2 3 4 5 6 wV wv RANK
SE PR
. Funding follows students with i i I 2 1 1 | 2

l disabilitics based on needs &) (29 (18) (11 (3) (12) (10) (&) 1
i

w

identificd by the IEP, pre-refenal
or teacher support tcams.

b. Funding rewards placement of 4 3 3 3 3 2 2 T 3
students with disabilities into the @ 10 3 (M ) (D ©G) (V)
lowest cost placement which is
viewed as the regular classroom.

. Funding provides incentives to 6 4 4 _ 5 5 3
maximize class size in the regular © 2 @ @ O B @ Q@
class size in the regular classroom,
thereby encouraging placement of
students with disabilities in this setting.

(]

to
£

d. Funding encourages placement in 2 1 3 3 1 2
the regular classroom because it is (3) O (D (I3) @ (10 ¢y )
the least intiusive intervention for
students with disabilities.

(4]

Funding provides incentive for the 5 5 _ 2 4 6 4
return of out-of-state special @ @ b o Q@ OO O
education students into the

regular classroom.

—

" Other: predominant response - 3 2 4 4 2 4 4 4
formula provides NO incentives 3 6@ @ W an a3 M

#
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as discussed, in addition to Funding Formula 5. This suggests that the effect of funding
formulas on incentives is not a major one, although there is some effect.

Survey Question 8: Do specific incentives encourage placement of a particular
type of disability into the regular classroom? -

Survey Question 8 focused on the effect of specific incentives on particular types of
disability. Survey respondents were asked to rate the effect of each incentive on students
with disabilities by using the Likert scale indicated below.

I = encourages placement of those with a developmental disability
2 = encourages placement of those with a non-developmental disability
3 = encourages equal consideration of any student with a disability

Results are indicated in Table 2 below. The percentage of those choosing selection number 3,
e.g., incentives encourage equal consideration of any student with disability, is indicated in
each column. The STATES column represents responses across all states except West
Virginia, while the remaining columns indicate West Virginia's responses for special educators
and principals respectively.

The table shows that certain types of incentives are perceived as encouraging placement of
those with developmental disabilities into the general education classroom more than those
with non-developmental disabilities. For example, Incentive A shows a low percent of
selection for option 3 for both West Virginia principals and special educators. Special
educators favored a bias toward placement of developmental disabilities into the regular
classroom, while principals indicated favoring non-developmental disabilides.

Table 2. Percent selection of option 3 indicating equal effect of
incentives on type of disability.

TYPE INCENTIVE SELECTION #3 SELECTION #3
STATES WV:SE WV:PR

a. Funding follows students 90% 70% 60%

b. Funding rewards placement that is 68% 80% 67%
lowest in cost, e.g regular classroom

¢. Funding encourages maximizing class 73% 100% 100%
size in regular classroom

d. Funding rewards placement for least 89% 100% 100%
intrusive intervention

e. Funding encourages return of out-of- 74% 100% 100%
state placements into regular classroom.

f. Other: Funding formula prevides no 88% 100% —
incentives.

m
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For Incentive B, Formula groups 2,3 and 6, in addition to West Virginia principals, indicated
particularly low percentages in selection of number three. Funding Formula 2 and 3
respondents indicate a perception of preference for placement of developmental disabilities
into the regular classroom, while Funding Formula 6 respondents and West Virginia principals
indicate responses equally divided between a bias toward developmental and non-
developmental disabilities.

Survey Question 9: Do specific incentives encourage placement of students
with disabilities who are at a particular educational level?

For this question, the focus was on the effect of specific incentives on students with
disabilities who are at a particular educational level. Respondents were asked to use the
Likert scale indicated below to rate each of the incentives that they had chosen for bias
toward a particular level of education. The results are displayed in Table 3 showing the
percentage of selection for the number 5 option for each group of respondents.

1= parent/infant program level
2 = preschool program level
3 = eclementary program level
4
5

secondary program level
equal encouragement at ail levels

As can be seen, most response groups indicate little effect of the type of incentive on the
placement of students with disabilities at a particular educational level in the regular
classroom. However, for Incentive B, respondents in Funding Formula groups 2 and 6
indicate there is some preference for placing children with a disability into the regular

classroom
when they are
in elementary

TYPE INCENTIVE SELECTION #3  SELECTION #3 school. 33% of
STATES WV:SE WV:PR West Virginia
. Funding follows students 79% 80% 40% principals
. Funding rewards placement that is 67% 83% 67% indicated the
lowest in cos(, e.g regular classroom same
. Funding encourages maximizing class 75% 100% 50%
size in regular classroom
. Funding rewards placement for least 82% 80% 67% . .
intrusive intervention For incentives
. Funding encourages return of out-of- 1% 100% 0% C,D and E,
state placements into regular classroom. there is also a
_ Other: Funding formula provides no 78% low percentage

incentives of selection
for option 35
by principals

Table 3. Rating of type of incentive in regard to effect on level of education.

perception.

m




from West Virginia. They believe there is a bias toward placement of students with
disabilities into the regular classroom when they are in elementary school.

Survey Question 10: What are ADDITIONAL incentives provided by your state
to encourage integration?

This question was open-ended. Consequently a content analysis was done identifying
predominant themes across the responses given. The result can be seen in Table 4 on the
next page. The frequency of mention for each of the themes is indicated in each column.

Survey Question 11. What other incentives have you heard about, thought about
or created?

Questron 11 assumed that respondents were talking about incentives not presently within their
state system, as they perceived it. Since the question was open-ended, a content analysis was
done to identify major themes. Respondents answers were checked to make sure that the
incentives they were discussing were perceived not to be operating in their school system.
The frequency with which each major theme was discussed is indicated in Table 5.

Table §. Other incentives heard of but PERCEIVED NOT TO BE in the school
systen.

TYPE OF THEME FUNDING FORMULA TOTAL
1 23 45 6 WV

a. Money follows students with disabilities 03 7 3 4 5 1
to pay for nceded services and support staff.
. Encouragement, support and training 5
is provided to establish collaborative
teams and co-teaching approaches for
inclusion classrooms.
- Adequate training is provided addressing
specific instructional strategies and
implementation approaches to achieve
quality inclusion in the classroom.
. Class sizes are reduced for inclusion
classrooms.
. There is money for piloting small
experimental programs in inclusion in
order to develop valid models for inclusion.
f. A strong inclusion philosophy is in place. OO0 0 0011
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Table 4. The number of respondents indicating additional incentives in the school system
but not listed in Question 7.

TYPE OF THEME FUNDING FORMULA TOTAL
1 2 3 4 5 WV

. Money follows the students for additional 1 0
services and teacher aides. (The funding
for this appears to come out of a
discretionary fund.)

Class sizes are reduced for inclusion
classrooms.

. There is encouragement of collaborative 3
team teaching or support teams within the
regular education classroom.

There 15 a philosophical mission
statement that speaks to inclusion which
is perceived to be an important general
incentive for encouraging inclusion.
However, respondents consistently added
there was not enough money to really
accomplish what the philosophy stated.

. There is money to pilot programs
available to a limited number of schools;
it is seen as important for experimenting
with what works and what doesn’t
before fully committing to specific
building-wide approaches for tnclusion.

" There has been some training provided in 0
regard to inclusion that the respondent
felt was critical for effectively
implementing the concept in the
classroom.

. The philosophy of least restrictive
environment was felt to be an important
value that aided inclusion of students with
disabilities into the regular classroom.




Disincentives For Integration Into In-state Programs

Survey Question 12. What are the top disincentives for integration created by
your state's funding formula?

The most frequent selection of disincentives are A, followed by D and B. These selections
are highlighted in the table 6 below. The ranks for each of the funding formula groups and
West Virginia are also displayed, followed by the frequency of responses in parenthesis.

Highly similar disincentives are selected across all groups in general. However, there are
some differences in ranking for Formula groups 2 and 3, contrasted to the remaining formula
groups including West Virginia special educators. West Virginia principals again show their
uniqueness of response by indicating a singular rating pattern not characteristics of any of the
other groups. In general, however, these differences are minor in comparison to the highly
similar pattern of ranks displayed in Tabie 6. The effect of the funding formula on
disincentives for integration is therefore a mild one.

Table 6. Frequency of Disincentives Across State Formulas and West Virginia.

TYPE OF DISINCENTIVE FUNDING FORMULA

4 3 6

a. Categorization of students into disability 1
groupings.

b Incentives to serve students with
disabilities in higher reimbursement
placements, e.g., special education
classrooms.

¢. Misclassification of students with
disabulities into special education
placements to gain high reimbursement.

d. Incentives for placing students with
disabilities into special education classes
because they are a lower class size than
the regular classroom.

. Other. predominant responses listed below: 3
(1) funding formula is neither incentive or (1)
disincentive
(2) no money for aides in regular
classroom
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Survey Question 13. Do the disincentives that you checked discourage the
integration of a particular type of disability into the regular classroom?

This question focused on whether specific disincentives discourage a particular type of
disability. The Likert scale cheices offered to respondents are shown below, while the resiw/ts
can be seen in Table 7.

1 = discourages placement of those with a developmental disability
2 = discourages placcment of those with a non-developmental disability
3 = discourages inclusion of no particular type of disability

In the table, the percentage of those choosing selection number 3 is indicated in each column.
The STATES column rzpresents the percentage of response across states other than West
Virginia. The remaining columns indicate West Virginia's response from special educators
and principals respectively.

For the STATES group and West Virginia Special Educators, all disincentives except D and
E display a markedly low choice for option 3 across all formula groups. A more indepth look
at respondents answers indicated a belicf that students with developmental disabilities are
more likely to be negatively affected than those with non-developmental disability by the
specific disincentive. West Virginia principals, in contrast, find no one type of disability
particularly arfected by disincentives A and B. In comparison, for disincentives C and D, the
principals perceive a negative effect on students with developmental disabilities. This is in
sharp contrast to the rest of the groups who perceive no type of disability particularly affected
by these disincentives.

Table 7. Rating of the effect of each disincentive on the $ype of disability.

TYPE OF DISINCENTIVE  SELECTION #3 SELECTION #3
STATES WV:SE WV:PR

a. Categorization of students. 60% 46% 100%

b. Incentives for higher reimbursement 61% 50% 75%

c. Misclassification of students 46% 50% 50%

d Incentives for placement into lower 68% 67% 40%
class size, e.g., special education class

e. Other responses 79% 0%

Survey Question 14. Do specific disincentives that you checked discourage the
placement of students with disabilities who are at a particular educational level?

Tlus question focused on the effect of disincentives on educational level. Respondents were
asked to use the Likert scale on the next page to indicate whether each disincentive
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discouraged the placement of students with disabilities in the regular classroom at a particular
educational level.

)

I = parent-infant program level 4 = secondary program leves
2 = preschool program level 5 = no bias for any program level
3 = elementary program levei

The results of this analysis can be found below in Table 8.

Table 8. Percent of those selecting option 5 indicating equal discouragement to
place in regular classrooms for all levels of education for each type disincentive.

TYPE OF DISINCENTIVE  SELECTION #5 SELECTION #5
STATES WV:SE WV:PR

a. Categorization of students. 87% 73% 100%

b. Incentives for higher reimbursement 87% 74% 75%

¢. Misclassification of students 89% 100% 50%

d. Incentives for piacement into lower 78% 100% 40%
class size, e g., speciul education class

¢ Other responses 87% 100% o

For all types of funding formula groups across states, and West Virginia special educators,
equal discouragement at all levels is clear from the high percentage of scores under selection
mumber five. In contiast, the principals indicated a perception of bias toward discouragement
for inclusion of students with disabilities in elementary school.

Incentives for Integration From
Residential Program Into In-state Programs

Survey Question 15: For RESIDENTIAL programs, what are the top incentives
for inclusion created by your state's funding formula?

Respondents selected the top two incentives operating presently within their school syste.n.
Ranking for each type of incentive across funding fornudas and West Virginia in p. wided in
Table 9 on the next page. Frequency of response is in parenthesis below the rank order of the
incentive. As can be seen from this table , Incentive A, funding follows student, is the
overwhelming best incentive for integrating students with disabilities back into the regular
classroom from residential placement. For Funding Formulas 1,3,4 and the West Virginia
principals, an additional top incentive includes D.
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Table 9. Incentives for retuming residentialy students to general education classroom.

TYPE OF INCENTIVE FUNDING FORMULA OVERALL
1 2 3 4 5 6 WvWwWV RANK
SE PR
Funding follows students with 2 1 1 2 1 2 1 2 1
disabilities based on needs @ 23 a3 A @) (10) B) 6)

identified by the IEP, pre-referal
or teacher support tcams.

b. Funding rewards placement of s 4 3 3 2 1 2z 3 3
students with disabilities into the M ® 3) o an oG @
lowest cost placement which is
viewed as the regular classroom.

¢. Funding provides incentives to 6 5 4 S5 3 4 4 3
maximize class size in the regular D @ @ O»M 3@
class size in the regular classroom,
thereby encouraging placement of
students with disabilities 1n this setting,

d. Funding encoumges placement in 1 4 2 1 3 3 5 1 2
the regular classroom because itis ~ (5) (6) (O (12) O (6) @) (D
the least intrusive intervention for
students with disabilities.

¢. Funding provides incentive forthe 4 2 3 4 3 2 3 4 4
retum of out-of-state special @2 9 3 3 O Q0w
education students into the
regular classroom

{. Other: predominant response - 33 4 6 3 4 5 5

formula provides NO incentives 3 @ ) ) O 3 QD O

For the Funding Formula § group, and West Virginia special educators, there is a preference
for the incentive B, in addition to strongly preferring A. These incentives are bolded in the
table above. For both Funding Formula groups 2 and 6, there is a preference for incentive E
as a strong second choice. It is interesting that 19 respondents indicated that their funding
formula provided no incentive for the return of residential students into the regular classroom.

P
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The difference in patierns for these groups suggest a moderate impact of the various funding
Sormulas on providing incentives for inclusion. This should be tempered with the knowledge
that a substantial number of respondents found their funding formula provided no incentives

toward inclusion of residential students into the general education classroom.

Survey Question 16: Do specific incentives encourage placement of a particular
type of disability into the regular classroom?

This question focused the type of disability and the impact of certain incentives, Respondents
used the scale shown to rate each of the incentives for effect of those with disabilities. The
percentage of those choosing option 3 is indicated in Table 10 below.

= encourages placement of the se with a developmental disability
encourages placement of those with a non-developmental disability
encourages equal consideration of any students with disability

Tablce 10. Percent of respondeats selecting option 3 indicating equal
encouragement for inclusion of all types of disabilities for cach incentive.

TYPE INCENTIVE SELECTION #3 SELECTION #3
STATES WV:SE WV:PR
a. Funding follows students 77% 50% 100%
. Funding rewards placement that is 54% 60% 100%
lowest in cost, €.g regular classroom
. Funding encourages maximizing class 73% 67% 100%
size in regular classroom
Funding rewards placement for least 81% 100% 67%
intrusive intervention
¢. Funding encourages return of out-of- 67% 75%
state placements into regular classroom.
f. Other: Funding formula provides no 76% 50%
incentives

Incentive B. For funding formula groups 3, 4, and 6 and West Virginia special
educators, there is a perception of bias toward encouraging placement of those with a
developmental disability into the regular classroom. For Formula group 2, the bias is
perceived to be toward non-developmental disability.

Incentive A and K For West Virginia special educators, these specific incentives impact
the most on those with developmental disability. All other respondents felt there was equal
consideration given to any student with a disability for these two incentives.
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Survey Question 17: For those in residential placement, do specific incentives
encourage placement of students with disabilities into the regular classroom
who are at a particular educational level?

This question is addressing the effect of incentives for inclusion on residential students at
certain educational levels. Respondents were asked to use the Likert scale below to rate the
effect of each incentive.

= parent/infant program level
preschool program level

= elementary program level
secondary program level

equal consideration at all levels

W fa W N —
|

The percent of respondents who selected option 5 are indicated in the Table 11 below.

Table 11. Percent of respondents who sclected option 5, indicating equal
encouragement of refum of residential students at all levels of education.

TYPE INCENTIVE SELECTION #5  SELECTION #5
STATES WV:SE WV:PR

a. Funding follows students 78% 88% 100%

b. Funding rewards placement that is 74% 80% 0%
lowest in cost, e.g regular classroom

c. Funding encourages maximizing class 8% 100% 100%
size in regular classroom

d. Funding rewards placement for least &1% 100% 67%
intrusive intervention

e. Funding encourages return of out-of- 81% 100% 100%
slate placements into regular classroom.

f. Other: Funding formula provides no 90% 100% .
incentives

With the exception of West Virginia principals, all respondents perceived equal
encouragement for all incentives at all levels of education. In contrast, West Virginia
principals thought there was an inclination toward favoring students at the elementary level
for Incentives B and D.

Survey Question 18: What are additional incentives provided by your state to
encourage integration from residential placements into the regular classroom?

This question was open-ended; therefore a content analysis was done identifying predominant
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themes in the responses given. The result can be seen in Table 12 below. The frequency of
the responses are recorded for each type of incentive along with the total number of responses
given for each type of incentive theme that was identified.

_ Table 12. Additional incentives for retum of residential students that are present in the system but not
) mentioned by respondent in Question 15.

TYPE OF THEME FUNDING FORMULA TOTAL
1 2 3 4 5 6 wv

a. Money follows the students for 0 5 2 0 0 4 0 11
additional services and teacher aides.

- b. There is money to pilot programs 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 5
which provides for experimenting
- with what works and what doesn't
3 for inclusion of residential level
students into the regular classroom.

c. There is intensive training 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2
provided in regard to inclusion
that provides for knowledge and

level students' needs and services.

d. The philosophy of least restrictive 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
= environment is an important
-, value that aids inclusion of students
with disabilities into the regular
classroom.

¢. Support leams, co-teaching and 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
collaborative teams are intensively
encouraged and training is provided

f. Intervention teams are present to 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
help plan the transition from
residential placement to
general education.

g. Residential programs den't exist, 0 2 3 1 0 2 1 9
residential programs aren't funded
well. This fact acts as an
incentive to provide services in
the regular classroom since there is
little or no alternative.

strategies specific to residential i
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Survey Question 19. What other incentives have you heard about, thought about
or created?

This question assumed that respondents were talking avout incentives not presently within
their state system as they perceived it. The question was open-ended and a content analysis
was done to identify major themes; respondents answers were checked to make sure that the
incentives they were discussing were perceived not to be operating in the school system. The
rnumber of responses for each theme that was identified are indicated in Table 13 below.

Table 13. Additional incentives for retum of residential students that are perceived as
NOT present in the school system .

TYPE OF THEME FUNDING FORMULA TOTAL
1 2 3 4 5 6 wv

a. Money follows the students for 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 5 ~
additional services and teacher aides. .

b. Class size 1s reduced for inclusion 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
classes dealing with particularly
severe students.

¢ There is intensive training 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3
provided in regard to inclusion
that is critical for effectively
implementing the concept in the
classroom.

d. There is a motivating system-wide 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
philosophy that drives decision-
making at all levels

e. Support teams, co-teaching and 0 ] 1 ] 0 0 0 3 . °
collaborative teams are intensively o
encouraged ’

f Intervention teams are present to 1 1 0 2 0 0 0 4

help plan the transition from
residential placement to
general education.
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Disincentives For Integration Into In-state
Programs from Residential Placements

Survey Question 20. What are the top disincentives for integration of students
from residential placements into the regular classroom created by your state's
funding formula

The ranking of disincentives for inclusion of student from residential placements into the
regular classroom is indicated In Table 14 below. The ranking of disincentives for each of
the funding formula groups and West Virginia is displayed with the response frequencies in
parenthesis beneath the rank order. Bolded disiucentives represent those most frequently
chosen across types of funding formulas and their overall rank order is indicated in the far
column. '

Table 14. Type of disincentives for integration of residential studeats into the regular
classroom.

TYPE OF DISINCENTIVE FUNDING FORMULA OVERALL
1 2 3 4 5 6 WV WV RANK
SE PR
a. Categorization of students into 1 3 2 1 2 l 1 1 1
disability groupings. ) (16) 9 (16 (13) (& &)
b. Incentives to serve students 2 1 2 3 l 2 3 2 3

with disabilities in higher (2) a9y 6) H () @) €))
reimbursement placements, e.g
special education classrooms.

¢. Misclassification of students 2 5 3 5 2 4 3 2
with disabilities into special  (2) 5 3 2) ©) c)) 2) (€Y
education placements to gain
high reimbursement.

d. Incentives for placing students 2 2 1 2 1 3 2 2 2
with disabilities into special 2) (I8 (d0y d0y (b ®) (6) (4)
education classes because they
are a lower class size than the
regular classroom.

e OTHER: predominant 2 4 3 4 1 4 4 3
responses = (1) none, 2) @) 3) 5 n “4) (H )]
{2) no money available to pay
extra aid, or specialized support
needed by students in residential
placements.




Again there is an impact by the type of funding formula considered, but the impact is
moderate at best. That is, Disincentives A,B, and D are consistently chosen among the top
disincentives by most of the formula groups, including West Virginia respondents. No
drastically different pattern is evident such as selection of C as the highest one in anyone of
the groupings.

Survey Question 21. Do the disincentives that you checked discourage the
integration of residential students with a particular type of disability into the
regular classroom?

Respondents were asked to rate the effect of each disincentive on the inclusion of residential
students who have a particular type of disability. The Likert scale indicated was used to rate
each choice.

1 = discourages placement of those with a developmental disability
2 = discourages placement of those with a non-developmental disability
3 = discourages inclusion of no particular type of disability

The results from the analysis are indicated in Table 15 below. In the table, the percentage of
those choosing selection number 3 above are indicated in each column. The STATES column
represents the percentage of response across states other than West Virginia. The remaining
columns indicate West Virginia's response from special educators and principals respectively.

Disincentive A. For the
Table 15. Percent of those selecting option 3 indicating equal effect on all States group and West
types of disabilities for discouragement of placement in an inclusive Virginia special
classroom for residential students.

educators , disincentive

TYPE OF DISINCENTIVE ~ SELECTION 43 SELECTION #3  ** showed a marked
STATES WV:SE WV:PR negatlve 1mpact on
. Categorization of students. 62% 62% o students with
. Incentives for higher reimbursement 72% 50% 100% developmental
. Misclassification of students 63% 50% 33% disabilities in
. Incentives for placement into lower 68% 50% 75%
class size, e.g., special education class
. Other responses 64% 0% 100%

discouraging inclusion
into the general
education classroom.

Disincentive C, D and E. According to STATES respondents and WV special educators,
these disincentives negatively effect a particular type disability in discouraging inclusion.
For C, a negative impact on students with developmental disabilities is clear, while for D and
E the negative impact is evenly split between students with developmental disabilities and
those with non-developmental disabilities . That is, 50% said there was a negative irnpact on
developmental disability and the other 50%, non-developmental disability. For the
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disincentive, West Virginia principals also indicate a strong negative impact on inclusion for
those with developmental disabilities.

Survey Question 22. Do the specific disincentives that you checked for
inclusion of residential students in the classroom discourage the placement of
students who are at a particular educational level?

The focus for this question was on the effect of specific disincentives on residential students
at a particular educational level. Using the scale indicated, respondents rate the effect of each
disincentive. The results of this analysis can be found below in Table 16.

1 = parent-infant program level

2 = preschool program level

3 = elementary program level

4 = secondary program level

5 = equal discouragement at all levels

- ... .-~ - ...~~~ _--~.. "~~~ - - - -]
For the States
respondents, there is
equal discouragement
TYPE OF DISINCENTIVE ~ SELECTION #5  SELECTION #5 of inclusion for all
STATES WV:SE WV:PR educational levels for
. Categorization of students. 84% 100% L all disincentives. For
. ll\zf:er;tivc?tsv folr'high;:r re(iimburscmcnt 3;3) 28://0 ;(;(o)/% West Virginia special
. 1sclassilication of students ° (] (]
. Incentives for placement 1nto lower 73% 84% 75% "d‘uca‘tors and .
class size, e.g., special education class pn.ncllpals, dlsmcentllve
. Other responses %  100%  100% C is judged to provide
a more negative
impact on those
students in elementary
school.

Table 16. Percentage of those selecting option 5, equal discoumgement of
inclusion at all education levels, while considering each disincentive

Factors Creating Incentives: Instate Programs:

For in-state programs, the major factors that create incentives for inclusion in the general
education classroom are (1) the philosophy created by the state, (2) federal regulations, and
(3) advocacy. Specific ranking and the mean of the ratings for each factor can be seen in
Table 17 on the next page. Respondents were asked to rate the importance of a list of factors
provided using a Likert scale from one to three, with one being important. Therefore, the
lower the mean, the more important the factor. The rank for each factor is listed first followed
by the group mean for each category listed.




TABLE 17. FACTORS THAT CREATE INCENTIVES FOR INCLUSION WITHIN
IN-STATE PROGRAMS,

INCENTIVE FACTORS FORMULA GROUP: MEAN AND RANK
5 6 WV OVERALL

a. Funding formula

b. Advocacy

c. School system philosophy

d. Federal regulations

¢. Specialized training of
teachers

M

Although there is a general similarity in ranks across all factors, there are some significant
exceptions to the rule for each of the funding formula groups. This indicates a mild to
moderate effect of funding formula on factors thought to be the most important.
Additionally, there is a distinct difference in the ranking of important factors between West
Virginia special educators ad West Virginia principals. Principals indicated that Federal
regulations and teacher training were the most important factors for creating incentives for
inclusion. In contrast, the special educators noted the importance of school system philosophy
and advocacy.

Factors Creating Incentives: Residential Programs:

The overall ranking of factors that create incentives for inclusion for residential programs
indicate that Federal regulations are the most important, followed by the school system

philosophy and advocacy. These are the same factors secn for in-state programs, butina
different order. The rank of each factor for each of the funding formula groups and West
Virginia is shown in Table 18 on the next page. Ranks are followed by the group mean.




_ TABLE 18. FACTORS THAT CREATE INCENTIVES FOR INCLUSION WITHIN
] RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS.

: -'.1"_-'. INCENTIVE FACTORS FORMULA GROUP: MEAN AND RANK
1 2 3 4 5 6 WV OVERALL

a. Funding formula 2 3 3 2 1 3 4 4
20 20 19 19 10 22 26 2.1
N b. Advocacy 1 2 | 4 4 3 3 3
17 19 18 22 30 22 21 2.0 ‘ Z
\
T ¢. School system philosophy 3 2 3 3 3 1 2 2
22 19 19 19 25 18 18 1.9 I
» d. Federal regulations 3001 2 1 4 2 1 1
22 1.7 17 18 30 20 17 1.8 2
— c. Specialized training of 4 4 4 5 2 2 1 5
i tcachers 25 23 26 24 20 20 1.7 22

When each of the rows are examined for similarity of ranks, it is difficult to find. That is the
Sunding formula groups evidence very different rankings across the board Sor all factors with
the exception of school philosophy. This would suggest that the impact of funding formulas
is more significant for residential programs than for in-state programs.

Impact of Inclusion on Students with Disabilities

The impact of inclusion in general education classrooms on students with disabilities can be
seen in Table 19 on the next page. Means of the ratings given for each type of impact are
indicated in addition to rank order. The jower the mean the more important the impact. The
major impact of inclusion is increased social integration, followed by changed teacher
expectations that are more positive toward students with disabilities. Finally, the last impact
is changed teacher expectations that are more negative toward students with disabilities. In
general all groups agreed on the importance of these factors, regardless of funding formula
type. It is interesting that improvement or decrease in academic achievement were the least
important impacts of inclusion in general across groups.

.
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TABLE 19. IMPACT OF INCLUSION PRACTICES ON FUNDING FORMULA GROUPS.

IMPACT OF INCLUSION FORMULA GROUP: MEAN AND RANK
1 2 3 4 5 6 WV OVERALL

a. Social intcgration 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
12 15 15 17 14 14 16 1.6

b. Increase in academic 4 4 3 2 3 4 5 5
achicvement 23 24 21 20 25 27 23 23

¢. Decrease in academic b S 2 4 4 1 4 4
achievement 25 25 20 27 30 13 21 2.2

d. More positive teacher 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 2
cxpectations 22 20 21 20 15 1.7 20 2.0

¢. More negative teacher 2 2 4 3 4 2 3
cxpectations 18 20 22 24 27 1.9 2.1

Impact of type of disability. Using cross tabulation analysis, the impact of type of
disability was examined. Across groups, there was a consistent and significant perception that
the impacts listed had a far greater effect on developmental disabilities than non-
developmental disabilities, particularly for those that were judged to be the most important.

Impact of educational level. Across all groups except the West Virginia principals,
there was judged to be little or no effect of impact of inclusion on students at different
educational levels. In contrast, principals from West Virginia indicated they believed there
was a greater effect on students at a certain educational level, however they evenly split
between the effect being at a secondary level and at an elementary level.

Six Model States

Six model states were selected through the use of the criteria listed earlier. The greater the
number of characteristics displayed by the states in their responses to the nation-wide survey,
the higher the state was ranked. No state displayed more than four of these characteristics.
The six model states selected were Pennsylvania, Indiana, Massaclusetts, Maryland,
Wisconsin, and Arkansas.
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Structurcd Telephone Interview

A structured telephone interview was developed to identify critical implementation factors for
successful funding initiatives. The interview focused on probing for important funding
practices that made the implementation if inclusion successful. Associated policy initiatives
were also a focus, in addition to having interviewees rank and comment on each of the
criteria used to determined model states. See Appendix B for the interview format. At least
five respondents were interviewed in each of the six states. Selection of respondents in each
state was spread across state directors and coordinators of special education to special
education teachers in both rural and urban areas.

Ranking of Model States Criteria

From the results of the structured telephone interview, the 10 criteria identifying effective
funding initiatives and related policies were ranked in importance as indicated in the box
below. To obtain the ranks, individuals were asked to rate the importance of each of the
criteria for a successful inclusion program. A Likert scale was used with one being not
important and five being highly important.

S S S P AT S Y

FUNDING PRACTICES AND RELATED IMPORTANCE RANK

POLICIES FOR INCLUSION FROM MODEL STATES

1. Development and implementation of a broad philoscphy 45 1
supporting inclusion,

2. Collaboration and mutual training for both general 4.5 i
and special education teachers.

3. Presence of incentive programs, 44 2

4. Academic instruction supplemented by community based 4.3 3
instruction and experiences,

5. Local schools held responsible for learning outcomes of 4.1 4
the students,

6. Funding follows the student, 4.1 4

7. Separation of funding streams eliminated or decreased, 3.8 5

8. Elimination of categorical labels, 38 5

9. Incentives to bring back individuals from residential 2.8 6
placements, including wrap-around funding

10 Services reimbursed rather than counting the number 24 7

of students.
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A Capsule of the Model States

Indiana. This state started inclusion through 10 pilot programs to evaluate what might
be good operational modeis. $200,000 was provided by the state legislature for a one year
basis, with decreasing amounts provided over a certain number of years. Those who
responded to questions felt that funding pilot initiatives like this was essential for inclusion
success so that effective model systems could be developed . These models will then be used
as operational demonstrations so that the entire school system can be gradually included.

Funding for students with disabilities is bz-ed on a priority of providing services in the
regular classroom where reimbursement for services is provided in 1/2 day increments.
Revised rules have just been provided for their funding formula which is a pupil weighted
system. The rules allow the money to be funneled to the regular classroom. Indiana is
classified under Funding Formula 2.

Funding streams of special education and general education have not been integrated, but
territoriality in regard to expenditure of funds for specific needs has decreased. Fiscal policy
for residential placement emphasizes "wrap around funding”". That is, services are purchased
outside of the school building but close to home to provide for specialized needs when
necessary. State placement policies also make residential placement very difficult to obtain.

There is an inclusion philosophy and general plan that was developed by a broad-based
committee consisting of principals, parents, special and general education teachers, and
paraprofessionals. The philosophy allows flexibility around categorical labeling by
discouraging the use of such labels in day-to-day practice.

Commitment to the inclusion philosophy was felt to be integral to guiding individuals at the
state and local levels in a positive direction toward inclusion, in addition to providing a guide
for everyday decision-making. To nurture the evolvement of the philosophy and to provide
for a forum for problem solving and success sharing, broad based area forums are held on a
monthly basis. At the building level, schools have free rein to decide on what is best for them

Pennsylvania. The state's inclusion efforts started with a broad-based planning
committee that met over a period of one year. The results were: (1) the development of a
system-wide philosophy for inclusion, (2) a strategic plan, and (3) a blueprint for drastically
revising the state special education funding formula.

Pennsylvania's funding formula provides for special education services by using a flat
funding reimbursement approach. A single weight for a percentage of the general education
formula is agreed on regardless of the number of children or services provided. The total
amount awarded to district special education = average daily membership x 16% (% of
students with disabilities nationally) x X (amount of state special education funding per
student based on set percentage of general education formula). The change in formula
provides no incentive for separate special education classes, but rather puts a priority on the
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regular classroom where general educaticn and special education funds are mixed and
matched to provide for individualized services to students who need specialized help. The us
of a flat fee to fund services is characteristic of Funding Formula 1.

Residential placements have been seriously discouraged because of strong advocacy directed
at the school system. The state has provided extra money to encourage getting students back
into regular programs. Additionally, a new regulation has mandated that delivery of services
should be in the home school environment.

Incentive monies for pilot programs, intensive teacher training, and a strong inclusion
philosophy and goals are believed to be integral to the success of an inclusion program.
Money has been provided to schools to pilot inclusion programs; the funding has been
obtained from discretionary monies and grants. Intensive teacher training is provided to those
trying inclusion. New regulations provide heavy encouragement to try inclusion at the local
level. 170 school districts have signed up as the first wave to build programs around the
inclusion philosophy.

Atrkansas, Funding is based on placement needs, not on the category of disability; a
weighted factor is provided that allows itinerant/consultant instruction in the regular
classroom. Weighting is provided according to student needs for services. The present
priority is focused on services in the general education classroom. Arkansas is classified under
Funding Formula 2.

In regard to residential placement, districts are not penalized for placement in a residential
setting, but a greater weight of reimbursement is provided for those returning to the home
district to help provide for needed services there. Classrooms that have students with
disabilities are reduced in size.

No new monies were provided for system start-up for inclusion. All schools were informed
of the new inclusion philosophy and policy, and expected to implement it. School districts
are monitored in regard to their inclusion efforts. Specialized models for inclusion that are
proposed by a school can obtain small grants on a limited basis to field test the idea. These
models have produced partnership s with outside resources and agencies. An example of this
is an agreement between mental health and the education system where mental health
provides for counseling in class, in addition to home and family counseling.

Wisconsin In this state, special education teachers are funded at 56% of their salary.
This is characteristic of the Funding Formula 4 category. Teachers are encouraged to work in
teams, and do collaborative consultation with other teachers. Prior to establishing the
regulation that special education services could be provided in the general education
classroom, teachers were limited to the special education classroom.

Grant monices are supplementing federal and state monies in developing and implementing
inclusion. Incentive money is offered to schools interested in starting an inclusion program.
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Money is provided for planning time to come up wiin a building level plan for inclusion.
Responsibility and control is at the building level for the inclusion program. Funding for
inclusion programming is limited however.

Development of an inclusion philosophy is viewed as important for district level motivation
and commitment Both Federal and state laws reinforce inclusion philosophy and provide
further incentive to focus on this approach.

From the responses given by individuals interviewed, there appears to be a significant amount
of resistance to inclusion at the grass-roots/building level within the state. There is a feeling
that the state is trying to tell them what to do, rather than asking and collaborating with them.
In addition, teachers feel a significant lack of expertise in collaborative team teaching, and
feel little intensive system-wide training has been provided due to the constraint on funds.

An educational cooperative group serves small schools that normally wouldn't be able to
afford necessary services for students with severe disabilities.

Massachusetts. The inclusion initiative was started through providing money for pilot
programs. Seven districts over five years will be provided with funds. Grants have been
written at the state level to acquire additional Federal monies to help with inclusion for
specific projects. Monies have been diverted to provide training for teachers and
paraprofessionals that support the classroom. Some of the paraprofessionals are being trained
to help transition students coming back from a residential placement into the regular
classroom.

In regard to funding practices, a specialized funding stream is provided for high costs
placements or services. Massachusetts is a Funding Formula 2 system. Money is provided for
services as the child needs it.

Inclusion is an expected outcomes within the state; many discussions are focused on inclusion
and what it means, and its value. How to structure the program is left to the building and
district levels. Teacher evaluation is focused on rewarding quality inclusion practices in the
classroom. A pre-referral system exists were students having trouble are referred to the team
for discussion and evaluation; children referred do not have to be labeled special education.

Maryland A Funding Formula 6 state, Maryland is still in a limited piloting phase of
starting an inclusion initiative. A philosophy and policy for inclusion was developed at the
state level.  Pilots have been partially funded by Federal grant monies, a system change
grant A bill was passed in the state legislature that provides for wrap-around funding for
severe disabilities. This discourages placement in residential programs. There is categorical
labeling for special education students in the state, but non-categorical services are provided.

There is an overall philosophy for inclusion but very little money to implement the concept.
There is an emphasis of preschool programs. Long range planning for inclusion is done at
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the building level. Intensive inservice training has been provided to pilot schools.

Model States' Recommendations for Implementation

Themes were identified for all open-ended questions through performing a qualitative
analysis. The themes that were frequently mentioned by the six states as being important to
implementation will be discussed on the next page.

1. Residental placements: to encourage inclusion into the regular classroom for residential
level students, wrap-around funding and alternative structures for acquiring the needed
services in the home district, was a recurring theme for three out of the six states. Those
that described this process seemed pleased with the result in general. Others indicated the
importance of maintaining a higher level funding for students coming back from residential
placements to provide for services in the home district.

2. Money for services: one of the most common funding formula models within this group of
six states was Funding Formula 2, where funds are provided for the level of services needed
by students with disabilities. High levels of service are not mandated for special education
classes. Rather the regular classroom is the least restrictive placement and is the first priority
in regard to trying to provide services there. This seems to provide flexibility for these
programs. However, Pennsylvania evidences a flat fee approach that seems to be working
well.

3. Belief system for inclusion developed by broad based suppoit. All states emphasized the
need to establish a strong philosophy or belief system for inclusion. The importance of the
philosophy was seen as either a way

to "motivate” LEAs to try inclusion  somcmorm e ssveceraswen

because thxs.\yas state pohcy, or as A Primer For INCLUSION

a way of guiding the behavior of W und fundin

individual teachers, administrators 0 Yrrap-aroun \ ne . .

and schools on an every day basis Money for services that is flexible

through belief in the philosophy and A powerful belicf system developed by

its importance. The latter approach broad-based support at the state and
' local level

seemed to have a much more . ) )
o - - Incentive funding for pilots
positive effect in regard to getting . .
o Intensive training

positive results on a practical
implementation basis. L R S S P S S

One of the ways the philosophy became internalized in these states was through its
development, not only at the state level, but also at the local level, through broad-based on-
going planning and development teams. Specific beliefs mentioned by interviewees as being
important include:

o all students are unique and have different learning styles

o students need opportunities to learn that maximize potential
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teachers must meet students at their level and help them to grow,
all students can learn,

all students have worth,

educate students for the future,

develop lifelong learners.

o O O O O

4. Incentive funding: through discretionary funding, grants or re-allocating Federal monies,
every state had some type of special funding allocated to provide for piloting of novel
inclusion projects within specific schools. All mentioned the importance of this for a
successful inclusion attempt.

5. Training for inclusion: the importance of training was mentioned over and over again,
particularly at the local level. There often was a discrepancy between state directors of
special education, and special education teachers and supervisors in regard to the satisfactory
quality and intensity of the training provided . That is, the director felt that training had been
at least adequate, while more local individuals felt it had not. There often seemed to be a
lack of realization and/or money at the state level that training and technical assistance needed
to be on-going as schools experimented with inclusive programs. New needs for information
and techniques arose, both at the teaching and managerial levels, as the program evolved.

A Capsule of the State of West Virginia Now

The present funding formula for West Virginia was described earlier. It is classified as a
Formula 2 approach because of its weighting system where special education students are
counted by a factor of 3:1.

For West Virginia, whether considering in-state or residential programs, the most important

incentives for inclusion presently operating in the school system to a greater or lesser degree

are:

1 Funding follows the students,

2 Funding rewards placement of students in the lowest cost classroom,

3. Funding encourages placement in the least restrictive environment which is seen as the
regular classroom,

4. There is an overall philosophy that encourages inclusion into the general education
classroom,

5. Money is available for pilot projects, and

6. Training has been provided to facilitate the acquisition of necessary skills for inclusion.

However, in Question 11 on the survey, some respondents indicated that there was not enough

money for following the student to adequately support services, support for developing and

maintaining a collaborative team approach was weak, and there was not enough money for

piloting inclusion programs. 3
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The major disincentives for in-state and residential programs in West Virginia presently

operating were:

1. Categorization of students,

2. Incentives operating in the system for placing students into higher reimbursement
placements, e.g., the special education class.

3. Incentives for placing students in classes with lower class size.

The most important impacts of inclusion were seen as:

1. Greater social integration, and

2. Teacher attitudes and expectations that became both more positive and more negative in
regard to students with disabilities.

The most important factors that produced incentives for inclusion were:
1. School system philosophy

2. Federal regulations

3. Specialized training/education of teachers

Documents from the West Virginia school system were analyzed that focused on inclusion.
One document was entitled, "A Needs-Based Formula Final Recommendations", and a second
labeled, "West Virginia's Integrated Education Initiative”. The latter document focuses on
West Virginia's plan for building inclusion in the school system. The development of the
plan was done by a broad-based committee as recommended by the model states' experiences.
There was a vision and mission statement development for inclusion, along with specific
goals. However, the impact of the plan appears to remain mostly at the state level. That is,
from West Virginia respondents, there was a feeling that the mission and vision for inclusion
were not clear; goals and strategies were not well-elaborated at the implementation level, and
that inclusion was something that was expected of local schools but little resources were
available to do it.

In regard to the proposed needs based formula, Category VII appeared to provide a good way
of providing for flexible services within the general education classroom for students who
needed special help. Any revision of West Virginia's funding formula could use this type of
category as one aspect of the new formula.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary of Findings

1. Certain types of incentives facilitate the inclusion of students with disabilities
across all types of funding formulas. Across all states and West Virginia, the same

types of incentives for inclusion generally appeared as the top ranked incentives for inclusion.
Whether considering in-state programs or residential programs, they were the same. The
type of incentives that facilitate inclusion the most are:

a. funding that follows the student with disabilities based on individual needs,

10
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b. funding that rewards placement of students with disabilities into the lowest cost placement,
e.g., the general education classroom

c. funding encourages placement in the regular classroom because it is the least intrusive
interventior:

d. encouragement support and training is provided to establish collaborative teams and
teaching practices for inclusive classrooms,

e. a philosophical mission statement that speaks to inclusion including important values and
beliefs and has been integrated into the everyday functioning of administrative and
teaching behavior as a guide to decision-making and teaching behavior, and

g. money for piloting programs to develop effective quality models for inclusion.

A type of incentive, not present in most school systems but desired by many teachers in in-
state programs including West Virginia, is the reduction of class size for inclusive classrooms.
A second incentive for returning students with disabilities from residential placements was
mentioned most frequently by those states selected as model states. Wrap around funding is a
specialized case of money following the student of individual needs. Here additional money
is provided to fund specialized services in the home-school district, that ordinarily would have
been obtained only in a residential placement.

2. Certain types of disincentives act as barmiers to inclusion of students with |
disabilities in the general education classroom across all types of funding ‘
formulas. Respondents from West Virginia and other states across the nation, generally
selected the same types of disincentives as the top barriers to inclusion of students with
disabilities. These disincentives were the same for both residential and in-state programs.
Major barriers to inclusion include:
a. categorization of students into certain disability groupings.
b. incentives to serve students with disabilities in higher reimbursement placements, e.g,,
special education classrooms.
c. incentives for placing students with disabilities into special education classes because they
are a lower class size than the regular classroom.

3. The type of funding formula does not have a major effect on the practice of R
inclusion in the public school system. Whether in West Virginia or in other states, the S
responses of those answering the survey questions indicated that the funding formula in their

state had minimal to no effect on inclusion practices. This perception was corroborated by

the data for most of the questions on the survey. That is, there was some to moderate effect R
evidenced by differences in patterns depending on the type of funding formula under R
consideration. But, in general, the differences were not major ones, and there was a high ‘_
similarity across types of funding formulas in the types of incentives and disincentives that B
most affected inclusion. If the type of funding formula had a major effect, there should have ’
been significantly different patterns of the most effective incentives for inclusion and the

greatest disincentives. This was not the case, with one exception.

‘bt L
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In regard to considering factors that create incentives Sor inclusion (funding formula,
advocacy, school system philosophy, Federal regulations), for residential programs only there
were major differences apparent. Across all funding formula groups, ranking of the factors
that create incentives for inclusion was drastically different. This may mean that the
perception of impact by the funding formula as an incentive to create inclusion is significant
for residential placements. In fact, however, the types of incentives and disincentives for
inclusion selected by respondents did not show great differences regardless of the group under
consideration. Thus, the perception of impact may be greater than reality.

4. In West Virginia and many of the other states across the nation, students
with developmental disabilities are frequently perceived as benefitting more
from certain types of incentives for inclusion, in addition to being more
negatively affected by most disincentives, than those with non-developmental

disabilities. That is, specific incentives encourage placement of a particular type of
disability into the regular classroom. This type of disability is frequently the student with
developmental disabilities. This same type of student is more negatively affected by most
disincentives to inclusion.

5. Students with disabilities at the elementary and secondary levels of education
generally receive equal consideration for inclusion into the general education

classroom. If there is any bias toward any level of education, it is the elementary level.
West Virginia principals indicated that for certain types of incentives and disincentives for
inclusion, students at the elementary level were more likely to be affected. In contrast,
special educators in West Virginia and across the nation generally indicated equal impact on
all grade levels.

6. Important factors that create incentives for inclusion are generally the same
across all funding formula groups for in-state programs, but not for residential

programs. Important factors that create incentives for inclusion within in-state programs
include a strong school system philosophy for inclusion, strong advocacy efforts, and Federal
regulations. West Virginia respondents added a fourth category - specialized
training/education of teachers.

7. Major impacts of inclusion of students with disabilities into the general
education classroom include increased social integration, increased positive
expectations on the part of teachers, and increased negative expectations on the

part of teachers. These outcomes were similar across funding formula groups, including
West Virginia respondents.
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8. The experience of six model states in inclusion indicated 10 funding

practices and related policies important for inclusion. These are listed below in

decreasing order of importance:

(1) Development and implementation of a broad philosophy supporting inclusion,

(2) Collaboration and mutual training for both general and special education teachers,

(3) Presence of fiscal incentive programs that encourage pilots that focus on developing
effective models for inclusion,

(4) Academic instruction supplemented by community-based instructions and experiences,

(5) Local schools held responsible for learning outcomes of the students,

(6) Funding that follows the student to provide for individualized service needs,

(7) Eliminating or decreasing the separation of funding streams represented by special
education and general education,

(8) Elimination of categorical labels,

(9) Fiscal incentives to bring back individuals from residential placements that include wrap-
around funding practices, and

(10) Services that are reimbursed, rather than counting the number of students.

An additional important consideration included involving representatives of all the important
stakeholder groups for the up-front planning of inclusion efforts, in addition to maintaining
their involvement through on-going meetings to address problems that arise and celebrate
successes. These stake holders include principals, superintendents of general education,
teachers (special education and general education), parents and advocates, board, special
education coordinators, state director of special education, legislative representatives, business
and community representatives.

Recommendations for Funding Practices in West Virginia

A. Funding Practices

1. Develop funding practices for providing services that focus on the services
needs of the individual student, rather than student count or type of disability .
Categorization acted as a significant disincentive to inclusion, and therefore should be
elimintated in any new funding formula that is developed. A type of funding formula that
would fall within the Formula 2: pupil weighting system should be developed that would
focus on the service needs of individual students without the necessity of labeling the type of
disability. However, do not go to a strictly hourly system of reimbursement for services
needed; it may encourage growth of hours of service. Rather contract for a large span of time
such as one-half day.

2. Change the funding formula AFTER one to two years of intensive
experimentation and evaluation of results. During this experimentation period, the
restrictions of the old funding formula can be managed through providing funding initiatives




(pilots), in addition to making some changes in the old formula such as incentives that
encourage placement into special education classrooms such as lower class size.

3. Merge the operation of funding streams but keep the separate sources of funding for
these financial streams, e.g., local tax base for general education, federal and state monies for
special education. Do this through encouraging mutually agreed upon ways of mixing and
maiching funds for individual students, and increasing the collaborative planning and
decision-making between special education and general education.

4. Provide enough meney and resources for the effort that you have in mind.
Three out of the six model states overextended their efforts. The result was frequent
comments about not enough money or resources, slow progress, resistance and lots of fear.

5. Develop funding practices that encourage the inclusion of students with
severe disabilities to stay within their home school through the use of wrap-
around funding for special services outside of the school system. Establish

partnerships with local services providers and agencies outside of the school system that could
provide the special services that ordinarily would demand residential school placement.

6. Start small! Don't spread your efforts evenly over the entire state; instead pick a
certain number of schools as magnet schools over a three year period. Provide incentive
funding for intensive piloting over time to develop model funding initiatives and related
policies within the parameters of the state philosophy and plan.

7. Develop a substantial discretionary fund that can provide for fundiiig of pilot
projects, provide for intensive teacher training, and make available specialized
services for severe disabilities.

B. Related Policies

1. At the state level, gather together representatives of all the important
stakeholder groups. These stakeholders should include the following listed in order of
importance:

(1) principals

(2) superintendent of general education

(3) teachers

(4) parents and advocates

(5) board

(6) special education coordinators

(7) state director of special education

(8) legislative representatives

(9) business and community representatives

L




With this group, further develop the plan for inclusion and review the mission and vision
statements so that they inspire and excite a belief and commitment to inclusion. = Have
this group meet on a regular basis to determine the success of the strategies at both a state
and local level.

2. Have schools and districts follow-up the state-wide planning, with local

community planning sessions that consist of a similar broad-based representation of
stakeholders as indicated for state-wide planning. The purpose of the local planning sessions
should be to help implement the state-wide plan, in addition to forming a local philosophy
and vision that complements the state's philosophy This develops ownership, models
collaboration, and ensures more organized and discrete implementation of the state philosophy
of integration.

3. Develop written policies and guidelines AFTER ironing out the approach to
inclusion through a year long series of pilot initiatives. Keep the policies and guidelines
simple and flexible.

4. Provide an organized program of training and technical assistance to those who
are implementing the inclusion program. Do this through a needs assessment of participants.
Provide a supplemental program of P.R. that provides information to the local community
about what is being done.

5. Develop a system of communication within the state, that provides for a variety of
means to reach people, such as face-to-face meetings, matilings, videos, E-mail, training.
Through this system, encourage the flow of communication upward in addition to downward.
Poor communication is one of the most frequent barriers mentioned by the six model states.

6. Avoid a style of leadership that is solely hierarchical and authoritarian.
According to the experience of the six model states, it discourages experimentation,
motivation and commitment of participants.

7. Develop teacher support teams for inclusion within each building.

8. Work on changing attitudes and beliefs that act as barriers to inclusion through
involving key players in planning and implementation, creating successful demonstration sites,
surfacing and discussing underlying values and beliefs about integration in parent and teacher
support groups. Negative attitudes and beliefs i1s the MOST frequent barrier to successful
inclusion programs according to the model states' experiences.

9. Develop a philosophy that includes core beliefs essential to developing
effective inclusion programs. These beliefs should be discussed frequently at the state

and local levels and used as criteria against which success in inclusion is judged. Essential
core beliefs include: :
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o all students are unique and have different learning styles,

o students need opportunities to learn that maximize potential,

o teachers must meet students at their level and help them to grow,
o all students can leamn,

o all students have worth,

o educate students for the future,

o develop lifelong learners.

10. Carefully plan all related policies that are attempted since these policies tend

to be more critical to the success of an inclusion program than funding practices.
The experience of the six mode! states kept emphasizing the importance of related policies,
rather than the particular funding formula or overall funding practices. There was certainly
overall concern about having enough money to fund program attempts. But concern over
specific funding practices seemed lower in importance than consideration such as developing
a dynamic philosophy that incorporated critical core beliefs that would drive program
development.
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RESEARCH FINDINGS :
Personnel Practices Y

Research Questions

1. What effects do current personnel practices in the West Virginia Department of Education,
the West Virginia Office of Special Education and high education have on all school
personnel in regard to facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities in the regular
education system.

2. What effects do current personnel practices in state departments of education, offices of
special education and higher education across the nation have on school personnel in regard to
facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular education system?

3. What are the charactenistics and effects of exemplary programs that have personnel
practices that effectively facilitate the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular
classroom?

Method
Overview

To answer these questions two suiveys (one for teachers and one for administrators) were

created that addressed the following areas of personnel practices:

1. certification requirements for special education and general education at the teacher and
administrative levels, and their impact on inclusion of students with disabilities into the
general education classroom,
special teaching permits and their effect on inclusion,

3. description of preservice curriculum options in both general education and special
education at both the teacher and administrative levels and the impact on inclusion
practices,

4. description of special education and general education inservice options at both the
teacher and administrative levels, and the impact of these options on inclusion,

5. description of best practices at both the teacher and administrative levels generated
from previous research and the literature, and their effect on inclusion practices,

6. a description of the barriers to inclusion encountered by both teachers and administrators,
and their importance, and

7. description of ideal characteristics for higher education faculty educating teachers and
school administrators.

The surveys were piloted, and then revised based on the feedback given by pilot participants.
See Appendix B for the completed teacher and administrator surveys for personnel practices.

In West Virginia, administrator surveys were sent to 100 public school principals equally
divided between elementary and secondary levels who were involved in inclusion practices.

-2
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Their names were randomly selected from a list of principals in West Virginia who were said
to be in schools where

inclusion was taking S L S S S

place to a greater or
TWO SURVEYS - TEACHERS AND
lesser degree. Each of ADMINISTRATORS:

the principals was asked
to choose one special
education teacher and
one general education
teacher within their
building, and request that
they fill out a teacher
survey. Administrator
surveys were also sent to
the state director of
special education and all
coordinators of special education.

Certification Practices

Preservice Curriculum

Best Teacher Practices

Best Administrator Practices

Inservice Options

Barriers to Inclusion

Higher Education Faculty and Inclusion

QOO0 OO OO

L _______________________________ . 1

For the remaining states, administrator surveys were sent to the state director of special
education, the superintendent of general education, 10 school principals involved in inclusion
and five special education coordinators. Each of the 10 school principals was requested to
distribute the teacher survey to one general education teacher in their building and one special
education teacher.

A 21% return rate for teacher surveys, and a 26% return rate for administrator surveys was
obtained. 256 teachers responded and 251 administrators nation wide. Out of this number,
were 38 teachers from West Virginia and 33 administrators.

In regard to certification area, 112 special education administrators responded and 137 in
general education. For teachers, there were 106 in general education and 150 in special
education. There were more elementary teachers respcnding than secondary, while for
administrators there were more responsible for all levels of education than primary or
secondary.

To determine five model states, the top three administrative and teaching practices important
to inclusion were determined from the responses on the two surveys. The top three personnel
practices were determined in the following categories: certification, best practices, pre-
service education, and inservice training. The presence of each of these practices were
determined for each state using a 90% criterion.

For each category indicating presence within the state, a score of 3 was given for one
personnel practice present in the category, an additional two points for the presence of a
second top personnel practice, and one more point for the presence of the third. A score of
six could, therefore, be obtained for the presence of all three top personnel practices in one
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category. The scores for each category were added. The states displaying the highest
frequency of these practices in each category were identified as model states. The choices of
models states were then compared to verbal input from experts in the field who had been
questioned about states displaying model personnel practices for inclusion. Based on these
two factors, frequency of practices and expert input, the final decision was made in regard to
model states.

A structured telephone interview was developed that focused on getting more indepth
information about the most important personnel practices that had been identified from the
survey. At least five individuals in each state were interviewed  All interviewees were
either at the building level, or were area coordinators. There was an equal focus between
administrators and teachers. However, there was more emphasis on obtaining building level
input, because the focus was on how personnel practices important to inclusion were
operating on an everyday basis.

Analysis

Survey questions, where respondents were asked to choose their answers from a listing of
options provided, were analyzed through the use of crosstabulation - muitiple response
analysis. Frequencies and percents were obtained for responses across teachers and
administrators for each of the options provided on each question. Throughout this report, data
will be displayed in the resulting multiple response tables for easy viewing of results. No
inferential statistics were done and, therefore, solely descriptive analysis forms the basis for
the reported results.

For both the survey and structured interview questions that were open-ended, a content
analysis was done to determine recurring themes across respondents for each question. Two
researchers independently identified recurring themes and then compared results. Common
categories were identified and agreed upon, and then the frequency of response for each of
the categories determined.

Survey Results: Personnel Practices

Certi ion Practi
Teacher Survey Question 1:
Teacher Certification

For this question, a list of teacher certification practices was sent to a certification specialist
in each state. The specialist was asked to indicate whether the particular practice listed were
present within their state system. At the same time, teachers were asked to indicate how
important the listed certification practices were for inclusion of students with disabilities into
the regular classroom, regardless of their presence or absence in their state. Teachers were
provided with the scale shown below to rate the importance of each practice. Further,
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additional important certification practices not listed could be added by using a space labeled,
Other. If teachers did this, they were asked to judge the importance of each practice they
added.

= no to httle importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
medium level importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
= high importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities

1
2
3

Ratings of three, high importance for inclusion, were tabulated and analyzed., A similar
analysis was done for Presence data. The results for both the Presence and Importance focus
can be seen in Table 1. The most important certification practices are indicated in bold.

In the table, under the Presence category, the "States" columns indicates the rank and
frequency of each certification practice over all states except West Virginia. The frequency
represents the number of states indicating the practice is present in their state. The ranks are
therefore indicating the most frequent certification practices present nationwide. Those
practices present in West Virginia are indicated under "WV" with Y = yes it is present, N =
no it is not present.

Under the /mportance section of the table, the Stares category indicates the overall rank of
each certification practice for all states except West Virginia. The columns underneath
indicate responses for Overall response patterns, General Education teachers, Special
Education, and teachers who have certification in Both areas. A similar set of columns can
be seen under the category labeled, West Virginia, indicating overall response patterns and
teacher responses from that state. West Virginia respondents from special education indicated
they had certification in both general education and special education. Therefore, the Both
column is used to indicate the responses of WV special education teachers.

Presence and importance of teacher certification practices. Table | indicates
that the most frequently Present certification practices in West Virginia and across the nation
were field experiences in general and special education. The most highly Important
certification practices for inclusion overall were:

1. Those practices relating to field experience in general and special education, in addition to
2. State standards that demanded certain required competencies such as behavior management
or different learning characteristics of special students.

Most states including West Virginia required field experiences in special and general
education for their teachers. However, in regard to requirement of certain competencies,
less than half of the states (22 including West Virginia) indicated this certification
requirement. This means that there is a real discrepancy in certification standards for over
half of the states between the demand by state certification personnel to have these type of
competencies be present in teachers' experiences, and the necessity that they be present to aid
inclusion. That is demand is less than it should be to adequately facilitate inclusion.




PRESENCE IMPORTANCE FOR INCLUSION
STATES WEST VIRGINIA
States WV Ovenall General Special Both Overall General Both
Educ. Educ. Educ.

A. Field experience with 1 3 1
geneial education students ©7N 25 8)

B. Field expericnce with 1 1
special education students ®7 35)

C. Update certification 7 6
with additional credit hrs. (16) ®)

D. College degree or 3 4
certification in general (40) (19)
and special education

E. College degree in 5
special education that is an
non-categorical

F. College degree in special 6
education that is categorical (26)

G. Standards include 7
required competencies @
such as behavior

management or different
leaming characteristics

of special students

H. Standards aliow hire of 3
uncertified personnel to (36)
critical shortage areas.

I Standards allow alternate 6
routes for certification (26)
other than college degree.

J OTHER: experience 8
in schools using inclusion  (12)

L ___________________________________________________
TABLE 1. Certification Practices for Teachers - Teacher Response
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Factors_that could affect ratings of importance. In general, the rankings of the
important teacher certification practices are similar across all types of certification (general
education, special education, both). Moreover, West Virginia responses are highly similar to
teachers from other states. This means that the type of certification practices that are highly
important to inclusion remain the same regardless of type of certification or particular state.
Similarly, from an analysis of level of teaching (elementary or secondary), it is clear that the
type of certification practices important to inclusion do not vary significantly from elementary
to secondary level. Thus, the importance of the ranked certification practices for inciusion
does not essentially change across type of certification, level of teaching or particular state.

Although differences in type of certification generally do not affect importance rankings for
teacher certification, there is one exception that should be noted. For certification practice H,
standards that allow hire of uncertified personnel to critical shortage areas, general education
teachers in both West Virginia and the States, in addition to special education teachers in the
States, appear to feel this :s a moderately important practice for inclusion. In contrast, under
both the STATES and WV categories, teachers with dual certification in general education
and special education see this as a practice is of lesser importance. Perhaps teachers not
dually certified feel themselves to be more limited in their ability to deal with either special
or general education students within the regular classroom when dealing with inclusion. They,
therefore, see a need for help within the classroom from an additional teacher, or the need to
reduce class size through hiring additional teachers.

Certification Practices

Administrator Survey Question 1:
Teacher Certification

Administrators were asked to rank the importance of these same teacher certification practices
for inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom. The results can be seen
in Table 2 with the most important certification displayed in bold. The frequencies displayed
represent a tabulation of administrator ratings of 3, high importance for facilitating the
inclusion of students with disabilities. The categories and format remain the same as that
seen in the previous table.

As indicated in Table 2, the overall administrator rankings of importance for certain teacher
certification practices essential for inclusion are identical to teacher rankings. Further, just as
with the teacher response, the type of certification and level of teaching generally does not
affect the importance rating of these certification practices. West Virginia$ responses are
highly similar to the responses from the other states.

Specific certification standards: WV Teachers vs. WV Administrators. For
certification practice C, update certification with additional credit hours, West Virginia special
education administrators seem to feel this practice is of far lesser importance than special
education teachers in the same state. Administrators scores of importance resulted in a
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PRACTICE PRESENCE IMPORTANCE FOR INCLUSION
States WV STATES WEST VIRGINIA
Ovemll General Special Both Ovemll Genera! Both
Educ. Educ. Educ.

A. Field experience with | Y 2 2 1 3 2 i 2
general education students  (48) (155) (72) 30) (53) 24) a3
B. Field experience with 2 Y 1 1 1 1 i 1 1
special education students  (46) (172)  (73) G0 (69) (26) (13 dbn
C. Update certification 4 Y 7 7 5 6 7 5 7
with additional credit hrs.  (32) 54 @n (b Q2 6) &) @)
D. College degree or 4 Y 5 4 4 5 4 3 4
certification in general 32) (88) (40 (15 (@32 (16) @) (N
and special education
E College degree in 5 Y 4 5 3 4 5 6 3
special education that is [€2)) (1o @7 22y @2 (14) 4 &)
non-categorical
F. College degree in special 6 N 10 8 8 9 6 4 5
education that 1s categorical (26) 24) (16) 2) ©6) 9) (6) 3)
G. Standards include 7 Y 3 3 2 2 3 2 3
required competencies @n (152) (56) (28)  (68) 0 (ao @

such as behavior
management or different
leaming chamcteristics
of special students

H. Standards allow hire of 3 Y 8 7 7 8 8 7 5
uncertified personnel to 36) 36) [¢3)) {6) ) (5) (#3] 3)
critical shortage areas.

I Standards allow alternate 6 Y 6 6 6 6 10 8 6
routes for certification (26) 55 25) (8) (22) {3) H 2)
other than college degree.

J. OTHER: experience 7 N ¢ 9 7 7 9 8 6
in schools using inclusion  (12) 32) (b ©®) (i% 4 (hH )

TABLE 2. Certification Practices for Teachers - Administator Response

[

c:
Cou
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ranking of 7, while teachers scores resulted in a ranking of 4. Perhaps special education
teachers in West Virginia, in contrast to administrators, see more of a need to continuously
upgrade the skills of teachers engaged in inclusion practices.

Similarly, for certification practice H, the responses of West Virginia general education
teachers on this part of the survey indicate a moderate importance ranking of 4 for being able
to hire uncertified personnel to cover critical shortage areas. West Virginia administrators in
general education, in contrast, display a ranking of 7 for this same practice. Thus, it may be
that general education teachers feel more of a need to gain additional teacher support whei
practicing inclusion than do administrators or special education teachers.

rti jon Practi
Adininistrator Survey Question 2:
Administrator Certification

This question focused on certification practices for administrators in public schools. Both the
presence of the certification standards and their importance for inclusion were rated.
Specialist in certification were sent a listing of certification standards for public school
administrators. They were asked to indicate the presence or absence of the listed certification
standards, and then were given the option of adding additional standards that were important
in administrator certification.

Simultaneously, the survey asked administrators to rate the listed certification practices by
using the three point Likert scale shown below:

no to little importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
medium level importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
= high importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities

1
2
3

As in the previous survey question, the frequency of high importance ( # 3) for each of the
certification practices was tabulated and analyzed. The results for both Presence and
Importance data can be seen in Tuble 3. The most important overall administrator
certification practices are indicated in bold. The categories and format are the same as in the
previous two tables, with the exception that the Practices column now reflect Administrative
certification practices.

Importance and Presence of administrator certification practices The most

frequently Present administrator certification practices indicated in Table 3 are:

1. Demanding a specific number of years of teaching experience,

2. The requirements of a college degree or certification in public school administration, and

3. State standards that include certain required competencies such as knowledge of personnel
problems.
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PRACTICE PRESENCE IMPORTANCE FOR INCLUSION
STATES WEST VIRGINIA
States WV  Ovemll General Special Both Ovenall Generai Both
Educ. Eduec. Educ.

A. Specifc number of years 1 Y 6 4 4 6 4 2 3

of teaching experience 47 (78) 39 (1) (28 (15) 8) 4)
B. Internship in public 5 Y 5 5 3 5 6 4 2
school administration, (34) 80) 37N 12y @31 an @) 6)
C. The demand to update 4 Y 7 7 5 7 7 4 4
certification with additional (35) (57 (23) (&) (25) ®) ()] ()]
credit hours.
D. College degree or 6 N 4 2 3 4 1 1 2
certification in geneml (28) (105) (60) 12 @33 (18) ¢10)] ®)
education.
E. College degree or 2 Y 2 1 3 3 2 1 3
cerfitication in public (38) (114) (63) a2y @9 an (10) (%)
school administration.
F. Cettification or some 7 N 3 6 2 1 3 4 1
coursework in special 23 (110) (34 4 (52) (16) @) (10)
education.
G. State standards that 3 Y 1 3 1 2 5 3 2
include certain required (36) (122) 46) (25 (51 14 6) 6)

competencies, e.g.,
Imowledge of personnel

problems.
H.OTHER: Predominant 8 N 8 8 6 8 8 5 5
write in response focused  (8) 23) &) @) an 3) ©) )

on training in how to
manage inclusion programs.

oo

TABLE 3. Certification Practices for Administrators -Type of Certification

y
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The most Important overall certification practices for States respondents were:

1. State standards that include certain required competencies such as knowledge of personnel
problems,

2. College degree or certification in public school administration, and

3. Certification or some coursework in special education.

For West Virginia, the most Important overall certification practices differed only slightly
from States respondents. Instead of (1) listed above, respondents substituted college degree or
certification in general education as the most important of their top three practices listed. The
remaining practices were the same as listed in (2) and (3) above for States. In regard to
Presence of administrator certification practices in West Virginia, all listed practices were
required with the exception of a college degree in general education, or certification in special
education.

Specific certification practices across type of certification. For Stares
respondents, the rankings listed for general education certification practices differ from that
seen for special education and "both" categories. For general educator administrators, the top
important certification practices are listed as E, D while for special educators and those dually
certified G, F are indicated.

For West Virginia respondents, a similar pattern is present. That is, for general educator
administrators the top ranked certification practices included D and E (tied), followed by A
and G in importance, while for those certified in special education and general education,
top ranked practices included F followed by G, B, D (tied). Therefore, type of
certification plays an important part in the choice of specific administrator certification
practices judged to be important for managing inclusion programs.

Level of Administrator Focus. The level of administrator focus, primary level,
secondary level or both, was analyzed. Ratings of importance that were identified as 3 (high
importance) were tabulated. The level of administrator focus does not drastically alter the
importance of administrator certification practices for inclusion for any of the states.

Preservice Education
Teacher Survey Question 2:
Teacher Preservice Education

This question focused on having teachers describe the types of preservice training they had
received, in addition to rating the importance of certain preservice curriculum areas for
inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom. Teachers were provided
with an extensive listing of preservice curriculum areas that were obtained from scanning
special education and general education curriculums from various professional associations
and university programs. (See appendix B, teacher survey for the entire listing).

ob
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Teachers were asked to indicate the Presence of each of the listed curriculum areas within
their college study program. They were also instructed to use the rating scale below to
indicate the importance of each of the curriculum areas listed for inclusion regardless of
whether it was present within their training program. To provide for additional important areas
not listed, an Other category was provided where teachers could write-in additional

curriculum areas important to inclusion.

I = no to little importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
2 = medium 1mportance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
3 = high importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities

Ratings of high importance (#3) for each of the listed curriculum areas were tabulated and
analyzed. The frequency of teachers indicating the presence of the same curriculum areas
within their educational experience was also tabulated. Results can be see in Table 5 for the
States and in Table 6 for West Virginia on the next two pages. Those preservice knowledge
areas most Important to inclusion practices are indicated in bold.

In the tables, preservice areas are listed on the left. On the right, the importance and presence
categories provide rankings and frequencies (in parentheses) for these preservice areas. The
rankings for the /mportance category indicate how essential each of the preservice education
areas is for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom.
When a rank is tied there are small letters beside the tied numbers.  Under the Presence
category, ranks indicate the frequency of receiving the listed educational experiences within
teacher college training programs. The frequencies indicated in parenthesis for both
categories display the number of respondents. Under each category, columns address (1)
overall scores for importance and presence, in addition to comparison of responses for
specific teacher certification areas of (2) general education, (3) special education, and (4)
dual certification (Both).

Importance and Presence of teachers preservice areas. For West Virginia,
as well as the remaining states the most important overall preservice areas for facilitating
inclusion practices were:

(1) F: planning and managing the teaching/learning environment for maximum learning,
(2) C: characteristics of learners such as learning styles and theory,
(3) G: communication and collaborative partnerships (last two are tied for third place).

However, West Virginia added at fourth preservice area to this selection by virtue of a tied I
rank for third place. This preservice area was E: assessment and evaluation skiils in T
constructing, giving and interpreting test. '

The most frequently present overall preservice areas in the educational training provided to
teachers were:
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PRESERVICE EDUCATION IMPORTANCE PRESENCE
AREAS Ovemll General Special Both Ovenall  Geneml  Special Both
Educ. Educ. Educ. Educ.
‘ A. Philosophical, historical and 11 10 10 9 2 3 3 2a
legal foundations of education. (85) 41) (13) 3h (186) (74) 36) (76)
. B. Social considerations such as 8 5 7 7 9 7 9 8
T cultural differences and beliefs; (134) 7 Q@7 (50 (123) 46) 24) 53)
language development.
C. Characteristics of leamers 3 3 3 2 1 i i 1
such as leaming styles and theory. (179) (74) (35 (70 (199) (83) 39 )
,'.-..,.‘,' D Curriculum and instruction 5 4a Sa 4a 3 2 8a 7
_ skills such as design and (152) (64) (&10)) (58) (174) (81) 30) 63)
eval. of instructional programs.
o E. Assessment and evaluation 9 8 9 5 4 4 2 3
- skills in constructing, giving, (24 Sh an (56) (170) (64) an ((3))

and interpreting tests.

F. Planning and managing the 2 1 2 fa 5 5 5 4a

for maximum leaming.

G. Communication and 1 2 1 Ib 11 9 10 9
collaborative partnerships. (188) (75) 41) 2 (79) 3D (13) (335)
H. Knowledge of exceptional 4 4b 5b 3 7 8 4 2b
learners: etiology, characteristics, (153) (64) o) (59 (144) 33 (335 (76)
social aspects, medical aspects
I. Issues specific to exceptional 10 9 8 8 8 10 7 5
learners such as legal aspects, (102) @3 22) 37N (125) 28) (32) (65)
community services available.
J. Educational considerations for 7 7 4 6 10 11 8b 4b
- exceptional learners such as task (141) (53) (33) (55) (120) 249 30) (66)
' analysis, behavior control.
) K. Ethical practices and 6 6 6 4b 6 6 6 6
professionalism (student teaching).  (142) (55) 29) (5R8) (149) 52 33) (64)
R I.. OTHER: pnimary write-in 12 11 H 10 12 12 11 10
- response: peer tutoring principles (N 9)) ) 3 1)) 0) ©)« 4))

TABLE 5. Teacher Preservice Education Areas Important To Inclusion: The States

teaching/leaming environment (186) (7 37 (72) (160) (60) &2)) (66) !




PRESERVICE EDUCATION IMPORTANCE
AREAS Overall General Both
Educ.

A. Philosophical, historical and Sa
legal foundations of education. 4)

B. Social considerations such as Sb
cultural differences and beliefs; 4)
language development.

C. Characteristics of leamers
such as leaming styles and theory

D Curriculum and instruction
skills such as design and
eval. of instructional programs.

E. Assessment and evaluation
skills in constructing, giving,
and interpreting tests.

F. Planning and managing the
teaching/leaming environment
for maximum leaming,.

G. Communication and
collaborative partnerships.

H. Knowledge of exceptional
learners: etiology, characteristics,
social aspects, medical aspects.

I. lssues specific to exceptional
learners such as legal aspects,
community services available.

J. Educational considerations for 6
exceptional learners such as task 3
analysis, behavior control.

K. Ethical practices and 5 4 Sc
professionalism (student teaching). (21} M (14)

.. OTHER: primary write-in 10 7 8
response. peer tutoring prinsiples.  (2) ) )

PRESENCE
Overnll General Both
Educ.

2
®

4a
®)

6b 4
@n (18)

1 9
©) 0)

TABLE 6. Teacher Preservice Education Areas Important To Inclusion: West Virginia
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(1) C: characteristics of learners such as learning styles and theory,

(2) A: philosophical, historical and legal foundations of education, and

(3) D: curriculum and instruction skills such as design and evaluation of instructional
programs.

The most frequent service areas present in the educational experience of West Virginia
teachers were identical with the exception of the deleting D as a choice and adding in E.
This preservice area focuses on assessment and evaluation skills in constructing, giving and
interpreting tests.

With the exception of C and E , the top three categories of Importance compared to Presence
do not match for West Virginia teachers as well as teachers from other states. This indicates
a mismatch between those areas of preservice education important to facilitating inclusion,
and the availability of such training and experience at a preservice level.

Specific differences in Importance of preservice areas compared to
Presence across type of certification. Preservice area B: This area addresses social
considerations such as knowledge of our own cultural beliefs and assumptions, cultural
differences and language development. As we grow toward a more diverse nation, there is a
beginning realization that we not only need to accept and appreciate individuals from other
cultures, but also must become more mindful of the beliefs and assumptions that drive our
everyday behavior learned from our family and national culture. (Lager, 1989). There is also
a realization, that those from different cultures may bring to the classroom different learning
styles of which teachers are often unaware (Lynch and Hanson, 1992).

It appears that for general education teachers from West Virginia and the remaining states,
there is a beginning realization of the importance of this area to learning in an inclusive
classroom. For teachers in the States category and those from West Virginia, this area was
ranked 5. This was less the case for teachers in special education. For those responding from
West Virginia the rank was 6, and for those from the rest of the nation the rank was 7 for
those certified in special education or dually certified. Nonetheless, for both this signifies at
least a medium level recognition of the importance of this area.

However, the frequency of experience to exposure to this important area in college training
programs indicates a discrepancy. That is, there is a discrepancy between indicated
importance of this area and the availability of training in it within preservice programs for
special education teachers and those dually certified across the nation. The presence of this
area in their preservice education was ranked 9 and 8 respectively. In the general education

area, there appears to have been somewhat more exposure to this curriculum area with a rank
of 7.

In West Virginia, special education teachers indicate also indicated a rank of 7 for exposure
to the social considerations area. But tied scores prior to this rank artificially inflated it.
That is, if there had been no tied scores, the rank would also have been 9, thus indicating less

LU
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exposure than there should be to this area. In contrast to special education teachers, the
ranking for general education teachers in West Virginia for exposure to the social
considerations area in their preservice education is 4. The conclusion is that for teachers in
both general and special education nationwide, as well as special education in West Virginia,
there has been an underexposure to cultural and language development principles that are
important to learning in an inclusive classroom.

Preservice area F - planning and managing an classroom environment for maximum learning:
As discussed earlier, for teachers in general education and special education across the nation
and in West Virginia, this area was ranked as one of the most important for education in an
inclusive classroom. Yet, the presence of exposure to principles that address this area in their
preservice education is mediocre, as indicated by ranks of 5 across the board.

Preservice area G - communication and collaborative partnerships:  As indicated previously,
for teachers across the nation, including those from West Virginia, this area was ranked
among the top three important knowledge areas for successfully running an inclusion program.
Yet, looking at the presence of preservice education in this area, ranks are consistently last
(10 and 11 overall), indicating a significant lack of knowledge in an area crucial to inclusion.

Preservice area H - knowledge of exceptional learner characteristics: General education
teachers in both the States category and West Virginia indicated this knowledge area to be
important to successful inclusion programs. Yet the presence of this knowledge through
preservice educational backgrounds has clearly not been present to any great degree for most
of these teachers. Therefore, there is again a discrepancy between skills that are needed to
make an inclusion program work, and the presence of those skills in the teachers that are
trying to struggle with this new philosophy.

Teacher preservice education and level of focus. An analysis was done
for the prescrvice area categorizing responses across primary level teachers, secondary levei
teachers, and those focused across all grade levels. There was no visible effect of level of
focus on the type of preservice education area indicated as important to inclusion for West
Virginia or the remaining states.

Would teacher ratings of importance for preservice areas differ if only
considering inclusion of students with developmental disabilities?
No: 239, Yes: 11.

Preservice Education
Administrator Survey Question 3:

Administrator Preservice Education

This question focused on preservice education areas specific to public school administrators
Administrators involved in managing inclusion programs were asked to indicate whether the
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specific preservice education areas of learning that were listed on the survey were part of their
college program of studies. Further, regardless of whether the preservice area was present in
their background of experience, administrators were also asked to indicate the importance of
these preservice areas for making inclusion programs successful in the public school system.

For the latter case, administrators were asked to use the scale below to indicate the degree of
importance for inclusion programs. To provide for additional important areas not listed, an
Other category was provided where administrators could write-in additional preservice areas
important to inclusion.

1 = no to little importance for facilitating inclusion of students with disabilities
2 = medium importance for facilitating inclusion of students with disabilities
3 = high importance for facilitating inclusion of students with disabilities

Ratings of high importance (£3) for each of the listed preservice areas were tabulated. The
frequency of administrators indicating the presence of the same preservice areas within their
educational experience was also tabulated. The results can be seen in Table 7 for
administrators from ail states except West Virginia, and Table 8 for administrators from West
Virginia. Preservice areas of highest importance to inclusion are displayed in bold.

In the tables, preservice areas are listed on the left. On the right, the importance and presence
categories provide rankings and frequencies (in parentheses) for these preservice areas. The
rankings for the importance category indicate how essential each of the preservice education
areas is for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom. If
the ranks were tied, small letters are beside each of the tied rankings. Under the presence
category, ranks indicate the frequency of receiving the listed educational experiences within
administrator college training programs. The frequencies indicated in parenthesis for both
categories display the number of respondents. Under each category, columns address (1)
overall scores for importance and presence, in addition to comparison of responses for
specific administrator certification areas, (2) general education, (3) special education, and (4)
dual certification (Both).

Importance and presence of administrator preservice areas.  For
administrators from all states except West Virginia, the top three preservice education areas
Imporntant to inclusion were:

C: principles of curriculum development such as curriculum planning, principles for
selection and organization of content, current trends in design,
2. B: social considerations such as cultural differences and beliefs; contemporary social
issues,
3. E: management practices such as administrative procedures, organizational management,
school surveys, personnel problems, school-community relations, student activities,
schedule making, internal financial accounting, and supervision.




PRESERVICE EDUCATION IMPORTANCE PRESENCE
AREAS General  Special General Special
Educ. Educ. Educ. Educ.

A. Philosophical, historical and 5 5 4 1 ]
legal foundations of education. (76) @35 (15) ¢:1)) (34)

B. Social considerations such as 2 2 2a 5 4
cultural differences and beliefs, (144) (62) (26) (53) (18)
contemporary social issues.

C. Prnciples of curriculum 2a
development such as cumiculum

planning, principles for selection

and organization of content,

current trends in design,

D. Education policy such as policy 4
making in education from planning (110)
to evaluation with emphasis on the
identification of policy problems,
organizational decision processes and
policy formation, examination of
relationships among educational

policy, values and social changes.

E. Management practices such 3

as administrative procedures, (160)
organizational management,

school surveys, personnel

problems, school-community

relations, student activities,

schedule making, intemal

financial accounting,

supervision.

F. OTHER: primary write-in 6 6
response: how to manage a N 9
program for inclusion of students

with disabilities

TABLE 7. Administrator Preservice Program Areas Important To Inclusion: The States




PRESERVICE EDUCATION IMPORTANCE PRESENCE
AREAS Overall General Both Overall General Both
Educ. Educ.

A. Philosophical, historical and 4a 1
legal foundations of education. k 8 (12)

B. Social considerations such as 4
cultural differences and beliefs; (9)
contemporary social issues.

C. Principles of currculum 2a
development such as

curriculum planning,

principles for selection

and organization of content,

cunrent trends in design.

D. Education policy such as
policy making in education from
planning to evaluation with
emphasis on the identification
of policy problems,
organizational decision
processes and policy formatien,
examination ¢f relattonships
among educational policy,
values and social changes.

E. Management practices such ] 1

as administrative processes, (25 (14)
organizational management,

school surveys, personnel

problems, school-community

relations, student activities,

schedule making, intemal

financial accounting,

supcrvision.

F. OTHER: primary write-in
response. how to manage a
program for inclusion of
students with disabilities

TABLE 8. Administrator Presetvice Program Areas Important To Inclusion: West Virginia
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West Virginia administrators indicated these same choices with the exceplion of omitling B
from their top three choices. Preservice area D was substituted instead. This area focuses on
knowledge of how to develop and implement educational policy effectively, especially in how
it relates in inclusion.

For both West Virginia and those from other states, preservice areas most frequently
experienced (Preseni) by public school administrators involved in inclusion programs were:

1. A: philosophical, historical and legal foundations of education,
2. C: principles of cwrriculum development,
3. E: management practices.

Presence versus importance.  Preservice area B focuses on social consideration
such as cultural differences and beliefs, in addition to contemporary social issues. For
administrators from states other than from West Virginia, this area is among the most
important for effectively managing and implementing an inclusion program. Yet, this area
was the least experienced in regard to the preservice educational background of these
administrators. This indicates a discrepancy in knowledge base between what is needed to
make inclusion successful, and what is present within the preservice educational experiences
of administrators in inclusion programs.

West Virginia vs. the remaining states. West Virginia administrators judged
Preservice area B, social considerations, as being only of medium level of importance to
facilitating inclusion of students with disabilities in West Virginia. This is distinctly different
from that seen in the rest of the nation Consequently, in regard to being sensitive to cultural
assumptions and beliefs that drive everyday behavior, in addition to cultural differences,
West Virginia administrators may be less sensitive to these issues than administrators from
other states.

Type of certification and level of administrative focus. The impact of type
of certification on the Importance and Presence of preservice education areas can be examined
by inspecting Tables 7 and 8. It is clear that the ranking of preservice areas remains exactly
the same across all types of certification areas. Responses were analyzed across level of
administrative focus (primary level, secondary, or all grades). The result was the same - no
effect on the ranking of importance or presence of preservice education areas for
administrators in public school programs focusing on inclusion.

Would administrator ratings of importance for preservice areas differ if
only considering inclusion of students with developmental disabilities?
Yes: 8, No: 237




Preservice E ion
Administrator Survey Question 5:
Higher Education Faculty and Inclusion

Administrators were asked to list the three most important characteristics that would describe
the ideal training and experience for higher education faculty who provide college preservice
programs that effectively support inclusion of students with disabilities. Table 9 displays the
results of the content analysis for this question for West Virginia and the remaining states.
Bold characteristics indicate the most highly desired characteristics. The numbers under each
column indicate the frequency with which the particular content category was mentioned by
administrators. West Virginia chose characteristics that were identical to the other states.

Best Practices
Teacher Survey Question 4:
Best Teaching Practices

Best teaching practices for inclusion were obtained from discussion with experts in the field,
the previous research study in funding practices, and the NASBE report (1992). These were
listed on the survey, and teachers were requested to rate the presence of each of the practices
within their school system, in addition to rating their importance to inclusion. To rate the
importance of each practice the scale below was provided.

= no to little importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities

1
2 = medium importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
3 = high importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities

Responses for both the Presence and Importance of the teaching practices were analyzed.
The results of this analysis is displayed in Table 10 for all states other than West Virginia,
and Table 11 for West Virginia. The most important teaching best practices for facilitating
inclusion of students with disabilities into the regular classroom are indicated in bold.

Importance and Presence of best teaching practices as rated by teachers. As can be
seen from Tables 10 and 11, best teaching practices important for inclusion were identical for
both West Virginia and the other states. These important best practices included:

1. A: Excellence in teaching is defined as individualization to student needs,
2. E: Peer support networks for students with disabilities in the general education classroom
are encouraged,

3. G: Both students with and without disabilities are given opportunities to experience
meaningful challenges, to exercise choice, to interact collaboratively with other
students, and be actively engaged in academic and interpersonal activities in class.

6o
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DESIRED FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS FOR INCLUSION STATES WEST TOTAL
VIRGINIA
1. NECESSARY FIELD SXPERIENCE such as teaching and administrative 124 19 143

experiences in the public schools with and without disabilities, experience
in inclusive schools.

2. WORKING COLLABORATIVELY WITH THE SCHOOLS such as 90 9 9%
providing technical assistance, help develop curriculum within the local

educationsl agency, help develop instructional teams for inclusion, do

field studies, help develop overall inclusion programs.

3. CONTENT KNOWLEDGE IN EDUCATION that includes assessment 154 23 177
methods, knowledge about disabilities, how to modify the curriculum,

knowledge about behavior management, effective strategies for inclusion,

knowledge of individual learning styles, alternative teaching strategies.

4. MANAGEMENT AND HUMAN RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 58 8 66
KNOWLEDGE FOR PUBLIC SCHOOIL. PROGRAMS that mcludes

understanding of cultural diversity, collaboration and consultation skills,

effective management strategies for inclusion. knowledge of educational

laws, effective problem solving approaches

5. SPECIFIC PERSONAL SKILLS including senstivity to college student 73 6 79
learning needs, ability to listen and value input from others including
students, philosophical belief that all students can learn, belief in inclusion.

6. SPECIFIC TEACHING STRATEGIES such as providing for brief 75 8 83
practicum experiences with different types of disabilities, hands-on

practical experiences built into coursework including field experience

and case studies.

7. COLLABORATION BETWEEN SPECIAI AND GENERAL EDUC. 19 2 21
DEPARTMENTS AT THE COLLEGE/UNIVERSITY LEVEL such as

mandating special education courses within general education teacher

training, team teaching between departments.

8 BECOME A CUTTING EDGE LEADER THROUGH RESEARCH 33 5 58
AND COMMUNICATION ABOUT INCLUSION PRACTICES.

TABLE 9. Ideal Characteristics for Higher Education Faculty for Facilitating Inclusion

I
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TEACHER BEST PRACTICES IMPORTANCE
FOR INCLUSION General Special Beth
Educ. Educ.

A. Excellence in teaching is
defined as individualization to
student needs.

B. If the student does not perform
well, there is a philosophy that the
tcacher has not found the best
learning ehannel, rather than
assuming the student isn't motivated.

C. Leaming outcomes are clearly
defined for studnets at all levels with
or without disabilities.

D. Opportunities for student self-
determination is & priority where
both students with and without
disabilities are given practice in the
roles they must play in society,
this includes values clarification.

E. Peer support networks for
students with disabilities in the
general education classroom are
encouraged.

F. There is an emphasis not on
being normal, but rather on indivi-
dual student enrichment and ful-
fillment, e.g,, self-actualization.

G. Both students with and without
disabilities are given ypportunitice to
experience meaning/ul challenges, to
exercise choice, to interact collabonr
atively with other students, and be
actively engaged in academic and
interpersonal activities in class.

TABLE 10. Teacher Best Practices Important to Inclusion: The States




50c

PRmmmmmmmmmem e

TEACHER BEST PRACTICES IMPCRTANCE PRESENCE

FOR INCLUSION Overall General Both Overall
Educ.

A. Excellence in teaching is 2 la 2 1

defined as individualization to 32) (10 (22) @2h

student neceds.

B If the student does not perform 6 3a 5 4

well, there is a philosophy that the (19) (6) (13 13)

teacher has not found the best
learning channel, rathe: than
assuming the student isn't motivated.

C. Leamning outcomes are clearly 5 28 4
defined for studnets at all levels with 23 ¢)) (H Q0
or without disabilities.

D. Opportunities for student self- 7 4 6 6
determination is a priority where (1% 4 (D 8)
both students with and without

disabilities are given practice in the

roles they must play in society;

this includes values clarification

B E. Pecr support networks for 3 2b 3a 5
students with disabilities in the Qh 9 (18) (n
general education classroom are
encouraged.
F. There is an emphasis not on 4 ib 3b 7
being normal, but rather on indivi- (24) (6) (18) (@)

dual studert enrichment and ful-
fillment, e.g., seif-actuelization.

G. Both students with and without 1 b 1 3 L :.'_
disabilities are given opportunities to (33) (10 (23) an B
experience meaningful challenges, to

exercise choice, to intemct collabor

atively with other students, and be

actively engaged In academic and

Interpersonal activities in class.

RREFEFRREERRREEE e e e -

TABLE 11, Teacher Best Practices Important to Inclusion: West Virginia
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The most frequently Present teacher best practices for both West Virginia and other states
included:

1. A: Excellence in teaching is defined as individualization to student needs,

2. C: Learning outcomes are clearly defined for students at all levels with or without
disabilities,

3. G: Both students with and without disabilities are given opportunities to experience
meaningful challenges, to exercise choice, to interact collaboratively with other
students, and be actively engaged in academic and interpersonal activities in class.

For the most part these frequently appearing best practices correspond to those that are the
most important (indicated in bold). However, for both West Virginia and other states,
teaching practice E, focusing on peer support networks, is under-represented in the school
system for its importance. Similarly, for best practice F, where there is an emphasis not on
being normal, but rather on self-actualization, the presence of this best practice is indicated to
be lower than its importance. For West Virginia, the presence of best practice G is lower
than it should be for its ranking of importance.

The effect of other factors on the importance of teacher best practices.

Type of certification: Ranks nre essentially the same no matter what type of certification is
considered. .

Teacher level of focus: There are some differences in the ranking of best practices. These
differences are apparent for West Virginia, but not the other states. Analysis of responses
from West Virginia indicate that peer support networks are seen as much more important at
the primary level than at the secondary level. The same can be said for the importance of
philosophy that it is the teacher's responsibility to find the best learning channel for student
having trouble learning. That is, this philosophy is seen as a more important for inclusion by
teachers at the primary level than those at the secondary. In contrast, having learning
outcomes clearly defined is thought to be more important by teachers at the secondary level,
than at the primary level, as well as individualization to student needs. See Tuble 12 for an
illustration of these differences.

For teaching practices, would ratings of importance differ if only
considering the inclusion of students with developmental disabilities?
No: 246, Yes: 2.

Best Proctices
Administrator Survey Question 6:
Best Teaching Practices

Administrators were asked to respond to rating the /mportance and Presence of the same best
practices rated by teachers  The format for rating imponance and presence was exactly the

U




TEACHER BEST PRACTICES IMPORTANCE PRESENCE
FOR INCLUSION Primaty  Secondary Primary Secondary
Level Level Level Level

A. Excellence in teaching is 3a 1 1 1
defined as individualization to (16) (14) an )
student needs.

B. If the student does not perform 2a
well, there is a philosophy that the

teachcr has not found the best

learning channel, rather than

assuming the student isn't motivated.

C. Leaming outcomes are clearly
defined for studnets at all levels with
or without disabilities.

D. Opportunities for student self-
determination 1s a priority where
both students with and without
disabiliies are given practice in the
roles they must play in society;
this includes values clarification.

E. Peer support networks for
students with disabilities in the
general education classroom are
encouraged.

F. There is an emphasis not on
being normal, but rather on indivi-
dual student enrichment and ful-
fillment, e.g., self-actualization.

G. Both students with and without
disabilities are given opportunities to
experience meeaningful chailenges, to
exercise choice, to interact collabor-
atively with other students, and be
actively engaged in academic and
interpersonal activities n class

. -~ ]
TABLE 12. Teacher Best Practices and the Effect of Educational Level: WY Teachers
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same as for teachers. The results can be seen in Tables 13 and 14 for the States and West
Virginia respectively. Again the most Important best practices are in bold.

Importance and Presence of teacher best practices as rated by
administrators.  Administrators from West Virginia displayed identical choices to West
Virginia teachers for the most important best practices. In contrast, administrators from the
other states, indicated the same choices as teachers for only two out of three of the best
practices. They chose learning outcomes being clearly defined (best practice C) as one of
their top three best practice most important for inclusion. Peer support networks, chosen by
teachers from other states as one of the most important, was ranked number 5 in importance.

Unlike teacher responses, West Virginia administrators, as well as the other States
administrators, perceived the top three Present best practices as being identical to the top three
Important practices. However, for one teacher practice not in the top three, but important to
inclusion, teachers and administrators across the nation do agree. For best practice F,
focusing on self-actualization, the Presence of this practice within school systems, does not
match its Importance ranking. Therefore, for this best practice, the opporfunity to Sfocus on
self-actualization for students with disabilities in an inclusive classroom is more limited than
it should be according to its importance to inclusion.

The effect of level of administrative focus. For primary or secondary level

West Virginia administrators and those from other states, practice F, self actualization, is
judged to be among the more important teaching practices. However, administrators focused
across all grade levels, e.g. higher levels of administration, see this best practices as the least
important. This is unfortunate for inclusion programs since self-actualization is an impcrtant
part of the learning process, especially for students with disabilities who Sfrequently have poor
self-images with which to contend. Consequently, upper level administrators may not reward
teachers and administrators who are focused on this teaching practice.

For teaching best practices, would administrator ratings of importance
differ if only considering the inclusion of students with developmental
disabilities? No: 241, Yes: 3.

Best Practices
Teacher Survey Question 6:

Administrative Best Practices

This question focused on administrative best practices that were obtained from the same
sources indicated for teacher best practices, e.g., experts in the field, previous research
findings from the funding practices study and the NASBE report. Teachers were asked to rate
the importance of these administrative best practices for inclusion of students with disabilities
in the regular classroom. But they were not asked lo indicate whether these practices were
present within therr school system since responses on the pilot instrument indicated that most
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TEACHER BEST PRACTICES IMPORTANCE PRESENCE

FOR INCLUSION Overali Genemal Special Both Ovenll
Educ. Educ.

A. Excellence in teaching is la 2 2a 1 1

defined as individualization to (202) (93) 34 (75 (140)

student nceds.

B. If the student does not perform 5 6 2b 4 4

well, there is a philosophy that the (168) 695) 34) (69) (1D

teacher has not found the best
learning channel, rather than
assuming the student isn't motivated.

C. Leaming outcomes are clearly 2 3 1 3 2
defined for studnets at all levels with (184) (79) 35) (70) (119)
or without disabilities.

D. Opportunities for student self- 6 7 5 7 7
determination is a priority where (122) (50) (20) 52) SN
both students with and without

disabilities are given practice in the

roles they must play in society,

this includes values clarification.

E. Peer support networks for 4 5 3 5 5
students with disabilities in the Aa7h 72) (33) (66) (108)
general education classroom are

encouraged.

F. There is an emphasis not on 3 4 4 6 6
being normal, but rather on indivi- (174) (78) 3D (65) 94)

dual student enrichment and ful-
fillment, e.g., self-actuahization.

G. Both students with and without 1b 1 2c 2 3
disabilities are given opportunities to (202) (94) (34) (74 (114)
experience meaningful challenges, to

exercise choice, to interact collabor

atively with other students, and be

actively engaged in academic and

interpersonal activities in class.

TABLE 13. Teacher Best Practices Important to Inclusion as Judged by Adminstmators: The States
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TEACHER BEST PRACTICES IMPORTANCE PRESENCE
FOR INCLUSION Overall General Both Overall
Educ.

A. Excellence in teaching is 2
defined as individualization to 15
student needs.

B. If the student docs not perform
well, there is a philosophy that the
teacher has not found the best
learning channel, rather than
assuming the student isn't motivated.

C. Lcarning outcomes arc clearly
defined for studnets at all levels with
or without disabilities.

D Opportunities for student selt-
determination 1s a prionty where
both students with and without
disabilities are given practice in the
roles they must play in society;
this includes values clarification.

E. Peer support networks for
students with disabilities in the
general education classroom are
cncouraged.

F. There 1s an emphasis not on
being normal, but rather on indivi-
dual student enrichment and ful-
fillment, e g., self-actualization.

G. Both students with and without
disabilities are given opportunitics to
experience meaningful challenges, to
exercise choice, to interact collabonr
atively with other students, and be
actively engaged in academic and
interpersonal activities in class,

TABLE 14, Teacher Best Practices Important to Inclusion as Judged by WV Administrators




A ) RN . T SR

teachers felt unable to answer this question.

To rate the importance of the administrative best practices, teachers were provided with the
same three point Likert scale indicated previously for earlier survey questions. The frequency
of the high importance ratings (#3 on the scale) for each of the practices listed on the survey
was tabulated and analyzed. The results can be seen in Table 15 with the most importa ¢
administrative best practices highlighted.

Importance of administrative best practices as rated by teachers.  Although
there are differences in ranking for the top choices indicated in bold between West Virginia
and the other states, the choices of administrative practices were identical in regard to being
perceived the most important for inclusion. These choices included:

1. A vision for inclusion,

2. An emphasis on collaborative teams being encouraged,

3. Provision of adequate training and reward structures for teachers attempting collaborative
tearning,

4. An overdll plan for inclusion, and

5. Leaders being given adequate training in the skills necessary for managing an inclusion
program.

It is interesting that best practice B, which focuses on management without coercion in the
classroom and the school system is ranked low by most teacher respondents. As indicated in
the introduction to this report, inclusion is a drastic change in philosophy for how teachers
teach, and adninistrators manage. One of the essentials to the new philosophy, which
emphasizes collaboration, community and self-actualization, is a management style by both
teacher and administrator that is collaborative. This realization appears to not be present for
the most part since a non-coercive management style must be a cornerstone in achieving this
new philosophy.

In a similar manner, best practice F is ranked among the least important. This practice
focuses on developing partnership with the community, e.g., parents and important community
leaders. Experience from the model states selected for funding practices and for this survey,
personnel practices, indicates that nurturing partnerships at the local community level is
integral to supporting the inclusion effort within a school. Without it, barriers of resistance
arise very quickly through divisiveness of opinion in parents, the media, and local community
leaders. In other words, without a collaborative mutual effort at the local community/building
level, stakeholders develop separate agendas and, because many are conflicting agendas,
major barriers to inclusion arise. The consequence can be a total failure of the inclusion
attempt.

Differences in_most important best practices resulting from type of
cettification In regard to the collaboration between higher education and the school
system for facilitating inclusion, hest practices K and I. appear to be more important to

i




ADMINISTRATIVE IMPORTANCE FOR INCLUSION
BEST PRACTICES STATES WEST VIRGINIA
Overll General Special Both Overall General Both
Educ. Educ. Educ.
A. A vision of education has been 1 2 1 1 2a 3a 2
developed that is focused on quality (198) (80) 42 (76) 28) 8) 0)
educational outcomes for ALL students

B. There is an emphasis on management 10 6a
without coercion both 1n the classroom and (124)
in the school system as a whole.

C. Collaborative teams are encouraged
consisting of special and gencral ed.
personnel who provide for screening of
leaming problems and team teaching.

D. Collaborative teams are provided with
training and rewards needed to function

E. A plan for inclusion has been created.

F. Partnerships have been built hetween
schools 1n the state and their communities

G. Leaders are given tmining in the
skills necessary for cffectively imple-
menting an inclusive school policy.

1U In-service training 1s coordinated with 9
tcacher certification policies. (126)

[ Individual teacher development plans are 11b
routinely done at the school level. 9N

J. Schools are encouraged to examine 6
beliels about siudents with disabilities. (143

K. There 1s collaboration between general 7
and special education departments in (4
higher ed. to provide for dual teacher shills

L. There has been courdinated policies ]
created 1 higher education and the state (132)
school system to support inclusion through
development of tcacher and adminstrator

training and certitication programs.

TABLE 15, Administiative Best Practices - Teacher Response
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teachers in special education than those in general education. That is, the importance of
having special education and general education departments at the university level cooperate
to provide for dual certification programs for teachers is indicated to be at least a medium
level concern by those in special education, but one of the least important concerns for
teachers in general education. Similarly, to have coordinated policies take place between
higher education and the school system in regard to providing adequate training of teachers
and administrators for inclusion is indicated to be of medium level importance by
administrators in special education, and one of the least importance to those in general
education.

Differences of choice by West Virginia teachers for most important best
practices resulting from type of certification. For teachers from West Virginia
compared to teachers responses from other states, there is more of a realization of how
important non-coercive management practices are to inclusion. Although ranks are only
medium level in importance, they are significantly higher than those from the remaining
states. There is also a greater emphasis on the importance of providing fraining and adequate
rew ard structure for teachers attempting to implement collaborative teams. This may be
indicating a perception on the part of West Virginia teachers that these practices are not
present to the degree they should be. Input from the previous funding practices survey would
seem to indicate that this is true.

Best Practices
Administtator Survey Question 8:

Administrative Best Practices

This question focused on the same admunistrative best practices rated by teachers in their
survey. However, in this case, administrators were asked to respond. Administrators were
asked to rate the importance and the presence of these administrative best practices for
inclusion of students with disabilities in the regular classroom. To rate the importance of the
administrative best practices, administrators were provided with the same three point Likert
scale as teachurs. The frequency of the high importance ratings (#3 on the scale) for each of
the practices listed on the survey was tabulated and analyzed. The results can be seen in
Table 16 (importance data) and 17 (presence data) with the most important and frequently
presens administrative best practices highlighted.

Lnportance of administrative best practices as rated by administrators. In
regard to Table 16, for both West Virginia administrators and those from other states, t/e
choice of important best practices in administration for inclusion programs was identical to
teacher responses with one exception. Administrators did not think training in leadership
skills for inclusion was of the highest importance. In fact, it was consistently the least
important choice by admunistrators from the States group, while generally a medium level
choice by those from West Virgima  More important was the practice of having schools
examine their beliefs about students with disabilities in order to address biases that could act




ADMINISTRATIVE IMPORTANCE FOR INCLUSION
BEST PRACTICES STATES WEST VIRGINIA
Overall General Special Both Overall General Both
Educ. Educ. Educ.
A. A vision of education has been 1 1 I la la la la
developed that is focused on quality 203) (93 37 JN 28 (1) )
cducational outcomes for ALL students.

B3. There 1s an emphasis on management i ¢ 2a
without coercion both in the classroom (Ih
and in the school system as a whole.

C. Collaborative teams are encouraged 2 2 3a b
consisting of special and general ed. 195) (%)

personnel who provide for screening of
leaming problems and team teaching.

. Collaborative teams are provided with 5
training and rewands needed to function (179

Il. A plan for inclusion has been created. 3
(150

F. Partnerships have been built between 11
schools in the state and their communities (122)

G. Leadeis are gtven traintng n the skills 12
neeessary for effectively implementing an (107)
inclusive school poliey.

1L In-service training is coordinated with 10
tcacher certification policies. (123

I Individual teacher development plans 7
are routinely done at the school level. (164}

J Schools are encouraged to examine 4
beliefs about students with disabilities. (181

K. There 15 collaboration betwcen general 6
and special education departments in (165)
higher ed. to provide for dual teacher skills.

L.. There has been courdinated policies ]
created in higher education and the state (159
school system to support inclusion through
Jdevelopment of teacher and adminstrator

training and certification programis.

TABLE 16. Important Administiative Best Piactices - Administiators Response




ADMINISTRATIVE PRESENCE IN SCHOOL SYSTEM
BEST PRACTICES STATES WEST VIRGINIA
Overall Genesml Special Both Ovenall General Both
Educ. Educ. Educ.
A. A *'sion of education has been 2 1 1 2 1 1
developed that is focused on quality (145 (TH 22) (50 , (13
educational ouicomes for ALL students.

B. There is an emphasis on management
without coercion both in the classroom
and in the school system as a whole.

C. Collaborative teams are encoumged
consisting of special and general ed.
personnel who provide for screening of
leaming problems and team teaching.

. Collaborative teams are provided with 8
training and rewards needed to function (79

E. A plan for inclusion has been created. 3
(()())

F. Partnerships have bcen built between 5
schools in the state and their communities. (96)

G. Leaders are given training in the skills 10
necessary for effectively implementing an  (72)
inclusive school policy

H. In-service training is coordinated
with teacher certification policres.

I Individual teacher development plans
are routinely done at the school level,

J. Schools are encouraged to examine
beliefs about students with disabilitics.

K. There is collaboration between general
and special education departments 1n
higher ed. to provide for dual teacher skills.

L. There has been coordinated pohicies
created in higher education and the state
school system to support inclusion through
development of teacher and adminstrator
training and certification programs.

TABLE 17. Presence of Administrative Best Practices - Administrators Response
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as barriers. Thus, the most important administrative practices for managing inclusion programs
included:

A: A vision for inclusion,

C: An emphasis on collaborative teams being encouraged,

D: Provision of adequate training and reward structures for teachers attempting
collaborative teaming,

E: An overall plan for inclusion, and

J: Schools examining beliefs about students with disabilities.

Differences of choice specific to West Virginia administrators for most
important best practices. In regard to West Virginia administrators, best practice B, was
rated very differently than their counterparts in other states. Administrators from West
Virginia ranked this practice fourth (overall). In contrast, this practice was again indicated to
be one of the least important by administrators in the remaining states. Further, this practice
was perceived to be of only medium level importance by West Virginia teachers in the
teacher survey. Remember, this practice focuses on a crucial cornerstone to inclusion
programs - management without coercion in the classroom and school system. Tlus, it
appears that West Virginia administrators are more aware of the importance of this
management style to successful inclusion programs.

In an identical manner to the teacher survey, best practice F was again ranked among the
least important by administrators from other states than West Virginia, e g, developing
partnership with the community. However, unlike West Virginia teachers and administrators
from general education, West Virginia special education administrators, see this practice as
highly important to the success of an inclusion programs with a rank of 2 indicated.

Presence of administrative best practices. In regard to administrative best
practices most frequently seen in the public school system (Presence). Table 17 indicates the
following to be chosen either by West Virginia administrators or those from other states.
The first two practices listed are common choices of both West Virginia administrators and
those from other states. The last two are unique to each but among the more frequent best
practices experienced by each:

1. A: A vision of education for inclusion,

2. C: Encouragement of collaborative teams

3. E: A plan for inclusion, and

4. F: Partnerships built between schools and their communities.

N

Comparing Presence and Importance of administrative best practices.
Practice (i - leadership training: The presence of providing for leadership training in
inclusion, generally matches the lack of emphasis on this aspect for all the states including
West Virginia. This is unfortunate since information from model states provided by the
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funding practices project indicates that effective local leadership is crucial to the success of
inclusion programs.

Practices J and D: There is a major discrepancy between the administrative best practices
most frequently present and those that are judged the most important by West Virginia as well
as the remaining states. Both practices J and D are missing from the list of most frequently
present administrative best practices. D focuses on providing enough training and support for
teachers attempting to implement collaborative teams; J focuses on the practice of causing
school personnel to examine their beliefs about students with disabilities. Therefore, these
important administrative practices are operating far less frequently than they should be to
provide for successful inclusion programs in West Virginia school systems, as well as other
states across the nation.

Practice F: Partnerships between schools and their local communities are more frequent in
West Virginia and the other states than the emphasis on importance of this best practice. The
importance of establishing such partnerships was not judged to be very high. However, the
presence of this practice is fairly frequent. Perhzps these partnerships are established out of
necessity because of parent demands and fear of community reaction. To make full use of
such partnerships, however, they should be viewed as positive force for promoting successful
inclusion practices that could prove to be quite powerful if nurtured.

Best practice K and L - coordination between high ed and public school administration:
Although this practice was not ranked as important by administrators in general education
across the nation, and received only a medium level rank of importance by special education
administrators, the presence of these practices are far less than any ranking of importance for
all states under consideration. It seems there is little coordination present between the public
schools and higher education across the nation regarding teacher and administrator training for
inclusion.

Differences in frequency of best choice as a result of type of certification.
Best Practice B - management without coercion: In West Virginia, there was an emphasis
on the importance of management without coercion. The presence of this management
practice is far more frequent for general education administrators than for special education
administrators in West Virginia. A rank of 3 indicates fairly frequent appearance of this
practice according to general educators. In contrast, administrators in special education
indicate a rank of 6 for this same practice.

Best practice H - inservice training coordinated with teacher certification policies: The

presence of this best practice is more frequent for general education administrators than for
special education administrators in West Virginia.

Best practice J - examination of beliefs about students with disabilities: This practice i1s more
frequent for general education administrators than special education administrators across the
nation.
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Best practice G - leadership training: The practice of providing for leadership training seems
to be more frequently experienced by administrators in special education than general
education for all states including West Virginia.

Differences in choice relating to administrator level of focus. Choices of
important best practices were essentially identical across ail levels of administrator focus
(primary, secondary, both) for most administrative practices. However, some differences were
present:

\. For all states including West Virginia, those administrators ranking management without
coercion (practice B) least important were those responsible for all grades. Those
administrators with responsibilities focused at the primary or secondary level were more likely
to rank this best practice at a higher level of importance in regard to inclusion. Not
surprisingly, the presence of this management technique is more frequent for primary and
secondary level administrators, than those responsible for all grades in the school system.

2. For solely West Virginia administrators, the perceived importance of providing training to
leaders for inclusion was ranked lowest by those with responsibilities at the secondary level.
In regard to the actual presence of this best practice, administrators with responsibilities
across all grades indicated that such training was more likely to be present for them than for
administrators at the primary or secondary levels. In contrast, administrators in other states at
the secondary fevel were most likely to receive leadership training in inclusion.

3. Administrators from West Virginia and the other states indicated that partnerships between
local schools and their comumunities were much more likely to be present at the secondary
level than at the primary level. Further, for West Virginia administrators, partnerships were
even more likely to be encouraged by administrators responsible for all grade levels than
primary or secondary levels.

4. Administrators from West Virginia and other states indicated that individual teacher
development plans were least likely to occur at the secondary level. Primary level
administrators indicated the most frequent practice of this approach.

Inservice Practices
Teacher Survey Question 7

This question focused on inservice practices and their impact on inclusion of students with
disabilities. A list of inservice topics was provided with additional space under other to write
in topics thought to be in portant by teacher respondents. Teachers were asked to indicate the
presence of the listed inservice ‘opics in their school system, and their importance to
inclusion. To rate importance the Likert scale below was provided.

| = no to little importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
2 = medium importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
3 = high importance for facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities
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Scores of high importance (#3) were tabulated and analyzed. The results can be seen in
Table 18 displaying the importance of inservice practices and 19 displaying the presence of
the same practices. Ranks are indicated under each column for a particular group with the
number of individuals picking that response indicated in parenthesis below the ranks given.
The most important and most frequent inservice practices are indicated in bold for Tables 1 8
and 19 respectively.

Importance and Presence of inservice topic areas as rated by teachers. In
regard to Table 18, although there are again differences in ranking of importance for specific
inservice practices, the group of practices that are at the top are exactly the same for West
Virginia versus other states in the country. These included:

1. C: Implementation of 1EPs and program development for exceptional learners,
2. D: Classroom management skills including behavior control,

3. G: Promoting student self-concept/self-actualization, and

4. I: Fostering student collaboration (peer tutoring) to promote learning.

The ranking of importance for all listed inservice practices rated by teachers from West
Virginia are remarkably similar to other teachers rankings in the other states. Thus, there is
essentially no difference between responses from teachers in West Virginia and the rest of the
nation in regard to importance of inservice practices for achieving successful inclusion of
students with disabilities into the regular classroom.

In regard to Table 19 (presence data), again the same inservice topics were picked as being
the most frequently present in their school system by both teachers from West Virginia and
those from the remaining states. The most frequently present inservice topics were identical
to those that were the most important f r inclusion. Therefore, there ranked importance of
each of the inservice areas matches the vailability of the topic for teachers in inservice
trainings.

For promoting student self-concept (), it appears that teachers from general education across
the board feel this is more important in regard to an inservice topic than teachers from special
education or those with dual certification. It may be than the latter group of teachers have
had this included in their preservice training and background more so than general education
teachers. In any case, it appears that this is much more of an important topic for teachers
from general education than special education. In comparing the frequency of this to its
importance ranking, the inservice topic seems under-represented in frequency of appearance
when compared to its importance. Its frequency is ranked only at a medium level relative to

the other topics, but its importance 1s ranked among the top three important topics for
inclusion.

Differences in manking of Presence due to type of cerfification,
Developing interpersonal communication skills for collaborative teams (F): For teachers
within special education for the states other than West Virginia, this inservice topic was

ud
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ranked among the top three topics as important to inclusion skills for teachers. In comparing
this ranking to its presence within school systems as a frequently appearing inservice, it seems
to not appear as frequently as this importance rating would demand.

Fostering srudent collaboration to promote peer tutoring (I): For special education teachers,
this inservice topic seems to appear less frequently than for general education teachers
regardless of which state is being considered.

Inservice Practices
Administrator Survey Question 9

Administrators were given a list of inservice topics and asked to indicate their frequency of
appearance in their school system, as well as their importance for inclusion. To some degree
the list of topics overlapped with the list provided to teachers. But additional lopic areas
were provided unique to administrative concerns. To rate importance of the inservice topics,
administrators were provided with the same three point scale described for other survey
questions. Ratings of high importance were tabulated and analyzed. The results can be seen
in Table 20 in regard to importance of inservice topics Jor inclusion, and Table 21 for
presence of the sume topic areas. As before, ranks are indicated under each group discussed,
witl the numbzr of administrators responding shown in parenthesis below the rank. Tied rajks
are indicated by the small letter to the right of the mumber. Those inservice topics most
important or most frequently present in a school system are displayed in bold for each table.

Importance of inservice topics as mted by school administrators. The
importance of specific inservice topics displays some divergence in scores when comparing
West Virginia responses to the rest of the states. Four of the inservice topics in bold in Table
20 are common to both West Virginia administrators' responses and the remaining states:

I. E: Developing interpersonal communication skills for working collaboratively on a
multidisciplinary team,

2. G Establishiny a nulti-disciplinary collaborative team,

3. H: Fostering teacher collaboration, and

4. J: Supporting and training teachers to handle inclusion.

Three mure inservice topics ranked among the top three are unique to West Virginia
administrators:

I. C: Implementation of IEPs and program development for exceptional learners,

2. D: Use of assessment data to play instruction, and

3. I: Re-designing a cur ~dwm for inclusion

West Virginia, therefore, displayed seven topic areas that were among its most important
adininistrator inservices for inclusion This resulted from multiple tied ranks for the second
and third choices of topics.
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Inservice areas important to_inclusion but not identified as such. It is
interesting that managing multicultural diversity in the classroom was not seen as an
important inservice training area for successful inclusion programs by administrators from all
states including West Virginia. As indicated in an earlier discussion of preservice training
areas, those students coming from different cultural backgrounds bring with them different
learning patterns and expectations of appropriate and satisfying behavior (Lynch and Hanson,
1992). The American culture, unfortunately, has historically ignored these needs because of a 4
melting pot concept of diversity, e.g, all ethnic backgrounds mus¢ melt into the accepted ,'
standards of the culture. Therefore, the need to be sensitive to, and plan for, learning g
approaches that take cultural differences and their unique learning needs into consideration K
has been masked by this philosophy.

Another area that was ranked among the last in importance in regard to inservice training
topics was planning for and managing organizational change. The philosophy of inclusion
demands a reorganization of the way schools are structured and managed to be successful. It
1s clear from the model states' feedback for the funding practices project that hierarchical,
coercive management styles, either in the classroom or at the administrative levels, do not
work! Yet, this is the only model to which many of us have been exposed. That makes
learning a more collaborative approach which would foster community and learning for ALL
students very difficult to develop and especially to maintain and implement on a day to day
basis. It appears, nationally, that this fact 1s not fully appreciated by school administrators.

Presence of preservice areas important to inclusion. From Table 21, the
preservice creas that are most frequently present for school administrators across the county
are displayed in bold The choices again illustrate both: a commonality and divergence of
topics within the top four choices of West Virginia administrators compared to administrators
from other states. The topics in bold include the following.

1. C: Implementation of 1EPs and program development for exceptional learners,
2. D: Use of assessment data to plan instruction, :
3. E: Developing interpersonal communication skills for working collaboratively on a ;o

multidisciplinary team,
4. G: Establishing multi-disciplinary collaborative teams, and
5. H: Fustering teacher collaboration.

Of those listed above the third choices of administrators from West Virginia compared to the
rest of the stales diverge. West Virginia administrators tndicated that E was the third most
frequent ‘uservice area presented in their state of the choices listed. In contrast,
adnunistrators from other states indicated that H was the third most frequent topic area

Presence of inservice areas contrasted to their importance, H: fostering

1eaching collaboration, I: re-designing a curriculunt for inclision, and J: supporting and
training teachers o handle inclusion were ranked among the most impotrtant inservice areas
for inclusion. However, the ranking for presence of this inservice topics across the nation and
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in West Virgima reveal that the opportunity to attend training topics in these areas are under-
represented for their importance to inclusion.

Another inservice area where this is true is for L: informing and eliciting parent and
community support for inclusion. Although this was ranked as only of medium level
importance for a inservice training topic for inclusion, the frequency with which this is
offered in school systems, whether West Virginia or other states, is less than it should be for
the indicated importance of the area by administrators.

Effect of administrator level of focus on inservice practices. Administrators
in states other than West Virginia indicated no differences in their importance ratings for
inservice practices based on whether they were primarily focused at the primary, secondary or
all grade levels. In contrast, West Virginia primary level administrators gave more
importance to training in medical aspects of disabilities (B), while those at the seconaary level
gave more importance to obtaining training in use of assessment data to plan instruction (D)
and fostering teaching collaboration (H).

In regard to presence of inservice topics, the following differences were indicated:

1. West Virginia administrators at the primary level, as well as those jrom other states,
indicated that they were more like to receive training in organizational change (K) than those
at the secondary level.

2. For West Virginia administrators this was also true for two more inservice area (J):
supporting and training teachers to handle inclusion, and (L): informing and eliciting parent
and community support for inclusion. That is, administrators at the primary level more
frequently received training in these areas than those at the secondary level. This was not true
for administrators from other states.

3. Primary level administrators from other states than West Virginia indicated more frequent
training 1n managing multicultural diversity in the classroom (F) than those at the secondary
level or across all grade levels. In contrast, administrators with responsibilities across all
grade levels indicated more frequent training in creating and utilizing linkages with state and
community services (A).

Barri lnclusion
Administrator Survey Question 10
Teacher Survey Question 10

Both administrators and teachers were asked to describe the three greatest barriers to inclusion
through an open ended question format. A content analysis was done to identify repeated
themes indicated by respondents These themes are indicated in Table 22 for both teacher
and administrator responses across West Virginia and the other states. Under each categrry
are specific examples of con:ments made by respondents for that category. The mnumber

o
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BARRIERS TO INCLUSION STATES WEST Total
VIRGINIA
Admin Tcher Admin Tcher
1. INEFFECTIVE TRAINING PROCEDURES such as lack of training 134 102 15 18 269
in collaborative teams, lack of knowledge about disability for gencral ed.
teachers, scparate inservice trainings for special and general ed., lack of
knowledge about how to ad pt curriculums and individualize strategies.

2. BELIEFS AND ATTITUDES THAT ACT AS BARRIERS such as KRG 93 11 27 211
special students require special teachers, fear by gencral ed. teachers of

disruption in the classroom, fear of change. parents and unions fears,

all chiidren can't learn, we-they mentality on the part of teachers

and parents or administrators, protection of turf, inclusion is impossible

to do without slighting other children that have more potential.

3. RIGID OR INEFFECTIVE POLICIES AND SYSTEM PROCESSES 182 61 17 5 265
such as certification policies, standardized testing, teacher evaluation

system, teachers not trained in inclusion, ngid curriculum requirements,

students grouped by age and/or disability, funding formula regs, scheduling

4 LACK OF TEACHER SUPPORT such as lack of teaching materials to 54 90 S 18 163
support nclusion, too many teaching dutics assigned, class sizes too large,
no teacher aides for inclusive classes, no co-planning time

ro

91
money to hire teacher aides and buy nceded teaching matierals

6. POOR LEADERSHIP STRATEGIES such as state universitics not pro- 52 27 8 4 91
viding leadership in inclusion, lack of vision, no clear plan or guidchnes,

lack of real knowledge about demands of inclusion. authortanan dictums,

no incentives provided, inclusion not really valued, control games.

7. POOR COMMUNITATION such as lack of on-going communication 23 15 b 5 48
1o solve problems and celebrate successes, meltective commumeation

about inclusion plan and its implementation to local schools, misunder-

standing about what inclusion 1s by parents and teachers, lack of

communication between general ed. and special ed

8. FACILITIES ARE NOT ACCESSIBLE such as inaccessihle buldings and 9 R 2 ! 20
lack of transportation fur those students that arc physically disahled. :

9. LACK OF RESEARCH ABOUT EFVECITIVE INCLUSION STRATEGIES

[ )

13

10 INEFFEC VIVE THGHER EDUCATION POLICIES AND SYSTEMS such 1R
as separate special ed and general e L departments at the niversity level
resulting in separate training that is inefTective for inclusion, ineffective

training 1n genetal about inclusion strategics. y
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TABLE 22. Baniers to Inclusion

I S LACK OF FUNDING AND RESOUTZES such as budget cuts, hinuted 54 27 8
|




provided under each column indicates the frequency of mention for the theme under
consideration. The most frequent themes for all

respondents are indicated in bold.
L - .- .. |

Five Model States RANKING OF STATES FOR PRESENCE
OF BEST PERSONNEL PRA CTICES

. d | d th h th FOR INCLUSION
Five model states were selected through the use State Adminstr Teacher Overll

of the criteria and computation of scores for Score  Score  Score
each state described earlier. The resultant DC 25 12 37

ranking of each of the states is displayed in the gg ;2 22 ;;

box to the right. 25 31
PA 23 28
DE 27 27
The five model states that were selected through VT 27 o
the process desciibed were District of Columbia, OK 3 24

Vermeont, Pennsylvania, New Hampshire, and chA :Z f;

Colorado. With the exception of Pennsylvania, KS 14 23

these states are entirely different from those :g ?0 3
chosen for representing ideal funding practices AR 1" 2

for inclusion. In fact, those model states wY 10 22

representing good funding practices fall in the i{,‘A s 3;

middle to the lower part of the rank order of OR 19
states. sC 19

NC 19
18
18
16
16
16
14
14
14
14
12
12
12
12
1
n
1
1
"
10
10
10
10
10
8

A structured telephone interview was developed D
to obtain indepth information trom the model LA
states 1n regard to the operation of the best Ut
personnel practices were identified.  Information
was also obtained related to these practices that
addressed how to build aid maintain a good
program for inclusion. These results are
presented in this section  Capsules of each
model state are presented first, foliowed by
spectfic information about personnel practices
for inclusion across the mode